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protect the civil rights of all Ameri-
cans, and for other purposes.

S. 29

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
29, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction
for 100 percent of the health insurance
costs of self-employed individuals.

S. 70

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. BREAUX) and the Senator from
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were added
as cosponsors of S. 70, a bill to amend
the Public Health Service Act to pro-
vide for the establishment of a Na-
tional Center for Social Work Re-
search.

S. 77

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 77, a bill to amend the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to
provide more effective remedies to vic-
tims of discrimination in the payment
of wages on the basis of sex, and for
other purposes.

S. 88

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. GREGG) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 88, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide an incentive to ensure that all
Americans gain timely and equitable
access to the Internet over current and
future generations of broadband capa-
bility.

S. 123

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 123, a bill to amend the
Higher Education Act of 1965 to extend
loan forgiveness for certain loans to
Head Start teachers.

S. 126

At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DAYTON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 126, a bill to authorize the Presi-
dent to present a gold medal on behalf
of Congress to former President Jimmy
Carter and his wife Rosalynn Carter in
recognition of their service to the Na-
tion.

S. 152

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 152, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to elimi-
nate the 60-month limit and increase
the income limitation on the student
loan interest deduction.

S. 205

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 205, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to waive
the income inclusion on a distribution
from an individual retirement account

to the extent that the distribution is
contributed for charitable purposes.

S. 234

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 234, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the
excise tax on telephone and other com-
munications services.

S. 261

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 261, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide, with re-
spect to research on breast cancer, for
the increased involvement of advocates
in decisionmaking at the National Can-
cer Institute.

S. 280

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
280, a bill to amend the Agriculture
Marketing Act of 1946 to require retail-
ers of beef, lamb, pork, and perishable
agricultural commodities to inform
consumers, at the final point of sale to
consumers, of the country of origin of
the commodities.

S. 295

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 295, a bill to provide emergency re-
lief to small businesses affected by sig-
nificant increases in the prices of heat-
ing oil, natural gas, propane, and ker-
osene, and for other purposes.

S. 326

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 326, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to eliminate
the 15 percent reduction in payment
rates under the prospective payment
system for home health services and to
permanently increase payments for
such services that are furnished in
rural areas.

S. 340

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 340, a bill to recruit and retain more
qualified individuals to teach in Tribal
Colleges or Universities.

S. 352

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES) and the Senator from
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added
as cosponsors of S. 352, a bill to in-
crease the authorization of appropria-
tions for low-income energy assistance,
weatherization, and state energy con-
servation grant programs, to expand
the use of energy savings performance
contracts, and for other purposes.

S. 361

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 361, a bill to establish age
limitations for airmen.

S. 411

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 411, a bill to designate a por-
tion of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge as wilderness.

S. CON. RES. 11

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Con. Res. 11, a concur-
rent resolution expressing the sense of
Congress to fully use the powers of the
Federal Government to enhance the
science base required to more fully de-
velop the field of health promotion and
disease prevention, and to explore how
strategies can be developed to inte-
grate lifestyle improvement programs
into national policy, our health care
system, schools, workplaces, families
and communities.

S. CON. RES. 17

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Con. Res. 17, a concurrent resolu-
tion expressing the sense of Congress
that there should continue to be parity
between the adjustments in the com-
pensation of members of the uniformed
services and the adjustments in the
compensation of civilian employees of
the United States.

S.J. RES. 4
At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
MILLER) was added as a cosponsor of
S.J. Res. 4, a joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States relating to contribu-
tions and expenditures intended to af-
fect elections.

S. RES. 22

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON,
the name of the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. GRASSLEY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 22, a resolution urging
the appropriate representative of the
United States to the United Nations
Commission on Human Rights to intro-
duce at the annual meeting of the Com-
mission a resolution calling upon the
Peoples Republic of China to end its
human rights violations in China and
Tibet, and for other purposes.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself,
Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
BAUCUS, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. BUNNING, and Ms.
SNOWE):

S. 421. A bill to give gifted and tal-
ented students the opportunity to de-
velop their capabilities; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today I am reintroducing, with nine of
our colleagues, the Gifted and Talented
Students Education Act. It is vital
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that we recognize the nearly three mil-
lion students in the United States who
are talented and gifted and provide
them with a challenging education.

Our nation depends on students who
will become the next generation of
leaders in business, economics, the
sciences, medicine, and education. Our
lives will be enriched by the next gen-
eration of performing and fine artists.
However, many of our gifted and tal-
ented students are not being chal-
lenged to their fullest ability at school
and, as a result, are not performing at
world-class levels. Worse, many of our
top students lose interest in school and
abandon their education altogether. If
these gifted students are not ade-
quately challenged, they will direct
their energy and gifts toward destruc-
tive and wasteful activities and become
a burden to society, instead of the
most productive contributors.

The Gifted and Talented Students
Education Act will help to ensure that
gifted and talented students have the
opportunity to achieve their highest
potential by providing block grants,
based on a state’s student population,
to state education agencies. These
grants will be used to identify and pro-
vide educational services to gifted and
talented students from all economic,
ethnic, and racial backgrounds, includ-
ing students with limited English pro-
ficiency and students with disabilities.
The bill outlines four broad spending
areas but leaves decisions on how best
to serve these students to states and
local school districts. The legislation
ensures that the federal money benefits
students by requiring the state edu-
cation agency to distribute not less
than 88 percent of the funds to schools
and that the funds must supplement,
not supplant, funds currently being
spent. Additionally, rather than simply
accepting federal funds for a new pro-
gram, states must make their own
commitment to these students by
matching 20 percent of the federal
funds. The matching requirements will
help ensure that programs and services
for gifted education develop a strong
foothold in the state.

Currently, the only support talented
and gifted students receive from the
federal government is through the suc-
cessful research based Javits Gifted
and Talented Students Education Pro-
gram. One well-known effort is Project
CUE, a collaborative effort that in-
cluded the College of New Rochelle and
School District 9 in the South Bronx,
which serves approximately 32,000
mostly poor and minority students.
The program was designed to institute
high-level challenging content for ele-
mentary school students, and to iden-
tify and nurture those students whose
interests and talents could be devel-
oped in mathematics and science. Eval-
uation of the project indicated a sig-
nificant improvement in the overall
academic achievement of those stu-
dents identified as potentially gifted,
as well as increases in school attend-
ance rates. Furthermore, the project

resulted in a twenty percent improve-
ment school-wide in science and math
achievement, as measured in both local
and statewide standardized tests. Just
imagine how ALL talented and gifted
students could benefit from consistent
funding and support to implement pro-
grams like the one in the South Bronx.

Mr. President, our nation’s gifted and
talented students are among our great
untapped resources. We must help
states and local school districts pro-
vide a challenging education for these
students so their particular gifts can
flourish and be fully realized. It is my
sincere hope that you and the rest of
our colleagues will make this commit-
ment to talented and gifted students
this year.

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for him-
self, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. LEVIN,
and Ms. STABENOW):

S. 422. A bill to provide that, for pur-
poses of certain trade remedies, im-
ported semifinished steel slab shall be
treated as like or directly competitive
with taconite pellets; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send a bill to the desk. This is a bill
Senator DAYTON and I are introducing
today, and we are joined by Senators
Levin and Stabenow.

This legislation is a huge priority for
Senator DAYTON, and it is a huge pri-
ority for me. This is not abstract legis-
lation. This is all about people whom
we love and in whom we believe. This is
about taconite. This is northeast Min-
nesota, the Iron Rangers. This is about
our State.

Senator DAYTON and I are going to
divide our time equally. I will follow
Senator DAYTON.

Sometimes when we introduce legis-
lation, it stays on the calendar, and
other times we introduce legislation
because we are determined in every
way possible to look for ways to pass
it, to work with the Department of
Labor administratively on trade ad-
justment assistance.

We are going to devote all of our ef-
forts jointly to pass legislation and get
some relief, some assistance for people
who are going through such difficult
times. I think our colleagues will sup-
port us in this effort. I yield the floor
to Senator Dayton.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota, Mr. Dayton.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I am
proud to rise today to join with my
very distinguished colleague and long-
time friend, the senior Senator from
Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, to intro-
duce with him the Taconite Workers
Relief Act of 2001.

That this legislation is even needed
is a great American tragedy because
this hard and dangerous work of iron
ore mining and taconite production has
bred a very special type of person. In
Minnesota, we call them Iron Rangers.
They are men and women who for gen-
erations have been hard-working, com-
munity-building, and patriotic Ameri-
cans.

The bitter irony in the title of this
legislation is that these men and
women do not want relief; they want
work. Unfortunately, over the last 20
years, the trade policies of successive
administrations have thrown thou-
sands of them out of work, and they
now threaten to extinguish the iron ore
mining and taconite-producing indus-
tries in Minnesota entirely, as well as
the basic steel-making industry
throughout this country.

Twenty years ago, this industry em-
ployed over 15,000 Minnesotans. Today,
it is less than 5,000. Over 2,000 workers
have been laid off in the last 2 years,
and 1,400 of them come from one com-
pany, LTV, which has announced it is
closing permanently.

It is bad enough that U.S. trade poli-
cies have allowed, and even encour-
aged, this economic and social devasta-
tion which has caused immeasurable
and unspeakable human devastation in
northeastern Minnesota—broken lives,
broken homes and families, severe de-
pressions, even suicides. Yet adding the
grievous offense to these terrible trage-
dies, the U.S. Government has also re-
fused to allow these displaced workers
the benefits, the job training, and
other supports which Congress clearly
intended when it passed the Trade Ad-
justment Assistance Act.

In fact, the U.S. Department of Labor
has consistently ruled that taconite
pellets were not in direct competition
with imports of semifinished steel or
slab steel. That view is so ill-informed
and absurd that it would be laughable
if it were not for the further damage it
has caused these already seriously
harmed men and women. That makes
such rulings inexcusable and trade ad-
justment assistance denials inhumane
and even immoral.

This legislation would make such de-
nials illegal. It would establish the ob-
vious: that the imports of semifinished
steel, in addition to the continuous im-
port of foreign steel and iron ore, are
directly causing these job losses.

It establishes that the illegal dump-
ing of these products are within the
province of the International Trade
Commission which, I might add, is
proven to be an ineffective protector of
Minnesota industries and American
jobs.

This legislation, while needed to pro-
vide the assistance these workers need
and deserve, is by no means a solution
to the much larger problem of pro-
tecting this basic industry for the sake
of our national economy, for the sake
of our national security, and certainly
for the sake of these dedicated men and
women in Minnesota and elsewhere in
the country who want to go to work,
who want to earn a living, who want to
contribute to the economic strength of
this country and who, through mis-
guided policies, are now being denied
the opportunity to do so.

I yield the floor to my colleague from
Minnesota.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that some let-
ters from steelworkers and their fami-
lies—without using last names, Barry,
David, Lisa, Cliff, Joanne, and Le-
nore—be printed in the RECORD, along
with a letter of support from John
Swift, who is a commissioner of
IRRRB, Jerry Fallos, USWA, which has
just been ravaged by the LTV shut-
down, Vince Lacer, who is mayor of the
city of Aurora, and Richard Rojeski,
USWA Local 2705, Chisholm, MN, along
with letters from Louis Jondreau,
Cleveland Cliffs Union Coordinator,
and other letters of support from other
steelworker local presidents through-
out the range, along with a letter from
David Foster, who is director of Steel-
worker District 11.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
To: The Honorable Senator WELLSTONE and

Senator DAYTON.
From: Barry.

GENTLEMEN: I am writing this letter to you
in support of receiving Trade Readjustment
Allowance for those that have been displaced
because of illegally dumped steel. I would
like to tell you a little about my situation
and myself. I am married with 3 daughters 2
cats and one dog. I am 40 years old, my wife
Kathy is 41, my oldest daughter Jamie is 18,
Allycia is 13, and my youngest daughter is
Alexandra. She likes to be called Alex and is
7 years old. My oldest daughter Jamie is cur-
rently going to college, which has also
stressed our financial situation. We are de-
termined to get her through college. We live
in a little town called Gilbert, MN. I have
helped coach Babe Ruth Baseball and am on
the United Way board of directors. I feel I do
whatever I can to contribute to try to
strengthen or support the community. I
guess that is why I feel compelled to write to
you about our situation.

LTV Steel Mining is the company that I
used to work for. The reason that I say used
to work for is because LTV Steel Corpora-
tion has announced that they are perma-
nently closing our plant because they cannot
compete with cheap dumped imported steel.
There were approximately 1500 full time em-
ployees working there. Except for just a
handful of employees to shut down the plant,
the rest have been laid off including myself.

I would hope that you could seriously con-
sider promoting TRA Benefits for those of us
that are laid off. When I heard the announce-
ment last spring, I immediately enrolled and
took courses at a local junior college. Fall
semester came and I went into a 2-year
course called Automated Control Tech-
nologies. It was a struggle going to school
full time, working full time, and trying to
spend time with my family. I did it. I guess
that I just want to show an example of my
sincerity in trying to educate myself for
whatever job the future may have for me. I
really believe that I need an education now
in order to market myself for employment. I
am currently in the first year of a 2-year
course. I would need one more year to get
my diploma. The graduation date would be
around June of 2002. I would need a monetary
benefit to support my family while I con-
tinue my education. Then I promise you that
once I finish school, I will be back into the
workforce.

I know that everything costs money but I
believe that this would be a good invest-
ment. The human element is the most im-
portant factor in this equation. The financial

assistance that we need would strengthen
our small rural areas and renew our will and
spirit. The opportunity to get an education
would help us make our transition into an-
other employment area. I am 40 years old
and this could be my last chance to be re-
trained. I am ready to take on the challenge
but we need your help. Our fate and future
are in your hands. Thank you for taking the
time out to listen to me.

Sincerely,
BARRY AND FAMILY.

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
LOCAL UNION 4108, DISTRICT 11,

Aurora, MN.
Dave and Lisa are both in their mid thir-

ties. They have two daughters, Haley seven
and Nadia four. Two years ago Dave injured
his back at work and now has a partial per-
manent disability. Dave was permanently
laid off Friday and will start collecting un-
employment in two weeks. Dave is only one
of hundreds of laid off steelworkers who are
in desperate need of retraining. Dave will be
out of unemployment and medical benefits
in six months.

Cliff and Joanne have two teenage chil-
dren. Cliff has twenty years of service with
LTV. Cliff was permanently laid off last
week. In six months Cliff will run out of un-
employment benefits and will not have any
health benefits in one year. Cliff’s wife was
recently diagnosed with breast cancer, their
main concern is health insurance. With the
proper retraining, Cliff would be able to get
a good job that would help with health insur-
ance.

Lenore is a single parent of a teenage son.
She was just permanently laid off from LTV.
Lenore has a high school education and gen-
eral labor type skills she acquired from
working at the mine. She realizes that with-
out the opportunity to get retrained, she will
have a difficult time trying to get a decent
paying job.

These are just a couple of examples of
some of the 1400 people that will be impacted
by the shutdown of LTV.

As of today 797 employee’s have applied for
retraining through The Office Of Job Train-
ing. There are 189 people that are currently
taking some type of retraining classes. The
USWA/LTV Career Development Center has
paid out over $50,000.00 in tuition assistance
and has used up their budget for the entire
year already. At the rate the money is being
spent we are afraid the entire grant of 2.1
million dollars that the Office Of Job Train-
ing received for the LTV workers, will be
used up before everyone has an opportunity
to use it.

IRON RANGE RESOURCES &
REHABILITATION BOARD,

Eveleth, MN, February 27, 2001.
Hon. PAUL WELLSTONE,
U.S. Senator, Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC.
Hon. MARK DAYTON,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JAMES OBERSTAR,
U.S. Representative, Rayburn House Office

Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE, SENATOR DAY-

TON AND CONGRESSMAN OBERSTAR: I am writ-
ing to endorse the ‘‘Taconite Workers’ Relief
Act of 2001.’’ Our agency believes it is of
vital importance that the taconite industry
and its workers fully benefit from our trade
laws. The ‘‘Taconite Workers’ Relief Act’’
will enable Minnesota’s working families on
the Iron Range to gain access to benefits and
protections they need, including Trade Ad-
justment Assistance.

Every ton of semi-finished steel displaces
1.3 tons of taconite in basic steel production.

With U.S. imports of semi-finished steel at
all time highs and their prices at all time
lows, some domestic steel producers have
turned to dumped imports of steel slab,
which has devastated the taconite industry,
and thousands of working families in Min-
nesota. The injury caused by these imports
is unquestionable. Last month, production
cutbacks ravaged the U.S. iron ore industry:
Northshore Mining Company announced that
it will cut 700,000 tons of production; U.S.
Steel’s Minntac plant will cut 450,000 tons;
the Hibbing Taconite Company will cut 1.3
million tons of production; and LTV Steel
Mining Company closed its mining plant,
permanently eliminating 8 million tons of
production and 1400 jobs.

By all accounts, the taconite industry and
its workers are in crisis. We must enact the
Taconite Workers Relief Act immediately to
protect and strengthen the industry and the
communities of northern Minnesota.

Sincerely,
JOHN SWIFT,

Commissioner.

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
LOCAL UNION 4108, DISTRICT 11,

Aurora, MN, February 23, 2001.
DEAR SENATORS WELLSTONE, DAYTON, AND

CONGRESSMAN OBERSTAR: I’m writing this
letter on behalf of the 1200 employee’s I rep-
resent, that formally worked for LTV Steel
Mining Company. I can’t begin to tell you
how much your bill, the Taconite Workers
Relief Act, will mean to our members. As of
today 900 employees were placed on perma-
nent layoff. In six months these people will
be out of unemployment benefits and a lot of
them will be out of Health Benefits.

As every one knows the continued flow of
imported steel is devastating not only the
steel industry, but also the taconite indus-
try. The taconite plants in Minnesota and
across the country are in a crisis they may
never recover from. With the closure of LTV
steel Mining Company and the continued
layoffs of miners from the six other mines it
is critical to the survival of the Iron Range
that this important piece of legislation gets
passed. The benefits and protection that
would be gained from this, is a critical piece
of legislation to keep the people in Northern
Minnesota. If this legislation is adopted it
will enable the people to get the assistance
and retraining they need to get on with their
lives. With the help of you and other legisla-
tors, we can help prevent what happened in
the early 80’s, when there were massive lay-
offs across the range, and people lost their
homes, and families were torn apart.

I know you have always said that our
young people are our greatest resource, with
this legislation we can keep our young peo-
ple in Minnesota.

Sincerely,
JERRY FALLOS,

President, Local 4108.

CITY OF AURORA,
Aurora, MN, February 26, 2001.

Senator PAUL WELLSTONE,
St. Paul, MN.

DEAR SENATORS WELLSTONE AND DAYTON
AND CONGRESSMAN OBERSTAR: I am writing to
endorse the ‘‘Taconite Workers’ Relief Act of
2001’’. We believe it is of vital importance
that the taconite industry and its workers
fully benefit from our trade laws. The ‘‘Taco-
nite Workers’ Relief Act of 2001’’ will enable
Minnesota’s working families on the Iron
Range to gain access to benefits and protec-
tions they need, including Trade Adjustment
Assistance.

Every ton of semi-finished steel displaces
1.3 tons taconite in basic steel production.
With U.S. imports of semi-finished steel at
all time highs and their prices at all time
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lows, domestic steel producers have turned
to dumped imports of steel slab, which has
devastated the taconite industry, and thou-
sands of working families in Minnesota. The
injury caused by these imports is unques-
tionable. Last month, production cutbacks
ravaged the U.S. iron ore industry:
Northshore Mining Company announced that
it will cut 700,000 tons of production; U.S.
Steel’s Minntac Plant will cut 450,000 tons;
the Hibbing Taconite Company will cut 1.3
million tons of production; and LTV Steel
Mining Company closed its mining plant,
permanently eliminating 8 million tons of
production and 1400 jobs.

By all accounts, the taconite industry and
its workers are in crisis. We must enact the
‘‘Taconite Workers Relief Act of 2001’’ imme-
diately to protect and strengthen the indus-
try and the communities of Northern Min-
nesota.

Sincerely,
VINCENT P. LACER,

Mayor.

USWA LOCAL 2705,
Chisholm, MN, February 23, 2001.

Senator PAUL WELLSTONE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: I am writing to
you today to thank you and Senator Dayton
for taking time out of your busy schedules to
come to the Iron Range and listen to our
concerns in the mining Industry. I would
like to tell you that I am in full support of
the TAA recommendations and hope that we
can get this through the Senate.

The importing of semi finished steel into
this country is detrimental to the economy
of the Iron Range. We need to get taconite
pellets equal with semi-finished slabs and
with the bill that you are proposing on TAA
recommendations I believe will help the Tac-
onite Industry and the Iron Range.

Please continue to press our issue of un-
fairly imported or dumped steel and semi-
finished steel. With your help I know that we
will win this battle.

RICHARD ROJESKI,
President.

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
Chisholm, MN, February 23, 2001.

Senator PAUL WELLSTONE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: I am writing
you today to thank you and Senator Dayton
for taking time out of your busy schedules to
come to the Iron Range and listen to our
concerns about the mining industry. I would
like you to know that I am in full support of
the TAA recommendations and hope that we
can get this bill through the Senate.

The importing of semi finished steel into
this country is detrimental to the Iron
Range economy. We need to get taconite pel-
lets equal to semi-finished slabs and with the
bill that you are proposing on TAA rec-
ommendations I believe will help the taco-
nite industry and the Iron Range.

Please continue to press our issue of un-
fairly imported or dumped steel and semi-
finished steel. With your help I know that we
will win this battle.

Sincerely,
LOUIS P. JONDREAU,

Cleveland Cliffs Union Coordinator.

LOCAL UNION NO. 6860,
UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,

Eveleth, MN, February 22, 2001.
DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: I am writing

this letter in support of the new legislation
that you, Sen. Dayton and Rep. Oberstar are
introducing into the Senate and House of
Representatives on the illegal dumping of
imports of semi-finished steel into the U.S.
market.

As you know, in June of 1999, EVTAC Min-
ing laid off approx. 150 Bargaining Unit em-
ployees because of the illegal dumping of im-
ports of semi-finished steel into the U.S.
market. I attempted, thru your office and
Rep. Oberstar’s office to get TAA/TRA bene-
fits and was denied three (3) different times
by the Dept. of Labor because Pellets were
considered to be not alike, the same or not
in direct competition with the imports of
semi-finished steel. At least half of these em-
ployees are still in need of these benefits yet
today.

This law could change this or at least help
other employees in the future.

I will do everything I can to help you, Sen.
Dayton and Rep. Oberstar get this Bill
passed.

Please feel free to call if I can help.
In Solidarity,

SAMUEL H. RICKER,
President.

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
DISTRICT #11,

Minneapolis, MN, FEBRUARY 27, 2001.
Senator PAUL WELLSTONE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: I am writing to
express my strong support for your introduc-
tion of the Taconite Workers’ Relief Act
which is designed to correct certain long-
standing inequities in American trade laws
as they apply to the unique situation of Min-
nesota and Michigan iron ore miners.

As you know, northern Minnesota was set-
tled over 100 years ago by immigrant miners
recruited from over 30 different countries to
mine what were then known as the world’s
richest deposits of iron ore. The Mesabi
Range fueled the industrial development of
North America throughout the 20th Century,
provided the raw material for the steel that
won two world wars, and contributed to
building many of the nation’s great indus-
trial fortunes. It likewise was typical of the
ethnic melting pots that created the arche-
typal American communities—governed by
strong family values, a sense of fair play,
self-reliance, and a belief that working to-
gether we could shape our own future as we
wished.

The steelworkers who go to work every day
in Minnesota’s iron ore mines, drilling,
blasting, digging, hauling, crushing, and re-
fining millions of tons of taconite ore still do
so under remarkably harsh conditions.
Twenty-four hours a day, 365 days a year,
working on graveyard shifts in wind chills of
60 degrees below zero in the winter, as their
parents, grandparents and great-grand-
parents did, our members are men and
women with stamina and grit. We have al-
ways felt capable of standing up for our fam-
ilies and ourselves.

But now we need our government to stand
up for our jobs and our communities. With-
out the enactment of federal legislation that
prevents the illegal dumping of semi-finished
steel products in the U.S. which destroy the
market for the iron ore we mine, our jobs
will be lost and our communities will die. We
need the Taconite Workers’ Relief Act to be
passed immediately.

Thank you for your efforts on our behalf.
Sincerely,

DAVID FOSTER,
Director.

CITY OF BIWABIK,
Biwabik, MN.

DEAR SENATORS WELLSTONE AND DAYTON
AND CONGRESSMAN OBERSTAR: I am writing to
endorse the ‘‘Taconite Workers’ Relief Act of
2001.’’ We believe it is of vital importance
that the taconite industry and its workers
fully benefit from our trade laws. The ‘‘Taco-
nite Workers’ Relief Act’’ will enable Min-

nesota’s working families on the Iron Range
to gain access to benefits and protections
they need, including Trade Adjustment As-
sistance.

Every ton of semi-finished steel displaces
1.3 tons of taconite in basic steel production.
With U.S. imports of semi-finished steel at
all time highs and their prices at all time
lows, domestic steel producers have turned
to dumped imports of steel slab, which has
devastated the taconite industry, and thou-
sands of working families in Minnesota. The
injury caused by these imports is unques-
tionable. Last month, production cutbacks
ravaged the U.S. iron ore industry:
Northshore Mining Company announced that
it will cut 700,000 tons of production, U.S.
Steel’s Minntac plant will cut 450,000 tons;
Hibbing Taconite Company will cut 1.3 mil-
lion tons of production; and LTV Steel Min-
ing Company closed its mining plant, perma-
nently eliminating 8 million tons of produc-
tion and 1400 jobs.

As you may or may not know, this not
only impacts the direct employees of the
taconite industry, but equally as great the
families, vendors, schools and communities
that are affected by these layoffs, production
cutbacks and shutdowns. This is an issue of
today, not tomorrow.

By all accounts, the taconite industry and
its workers are in crisis. We must enact the
Taconite Workers’ Relief Act immediately to
protect and strengthen the industry and the
communities of Northern MN.

Sincerely,
STEVE BRADACH,

Mayor.

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
LOCAL 6115,

Virginia, MN.
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: As a representa-

tive of workers at a northern Minnesota
mining operation, I feel you should know the
devastation on the lives of hard working in-
dividuals and their families when our indus-
try is shrinking, because of unfairly traded
steel and slabs. The downsizing of the steel
industry is a result of unfairly traded im-
ports and we (the mining industry) are dou-
bly hit because of dumped slabs coming into
this country. Why won’t an administration
or law help us or protect us with the same
types of laws as the other end of our indus-
try? On behalf of our membership, I would
like to express our urgent support of Senator
Wellstone’s ‘‘Taconite Import Injury Adjust-
ment Act of 2001.’’

Sincerely,
MARTY HENRY,

President.

UPPER PENINSULA BUILDING
TRADES COUNCIL,

Marquette, MI, February 28, 2001.
Re: Taconite Workers Relief Act.

Hon. PAUL WELLSTONE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: I want to go on
record thanking you for introducing the Tac-
onite Workers Relief Act. You well know the
various consequences resulting from the
Free Market Free-for-All occurring in the
unprotected Steel Industry. Not the least of
these consequences are the hardships that
come down on the workers and their families
who mine iron ore, the basic ingredient in
steel production.

Those of us who provide construction serv-
ices to the mines also lose out when the prof-
iteers dump steel, import cheap iron ore, or
otherwise take market steps that destroy
our basic industries in the united States. Our
situation in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan
is that workers in the construction industry
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will also suffer along with mining families as
our steel and iron ore industries are deci-
mated by imports of one kind or another.

There is another related side issue that
bothers me, too. What happens to our na-
tional defense capabilities when the United
States no longer has the capacity to produce
high grade steel, has no iron ore industry re-
maining, and perhaps, no longer has a friend-
ly relationship with those who produce steel?
Would that scenario not invite belligerence
from our enemies?

Thank you, Senator Wellstone, for your
concern for all workers.

Sincerely,
JON G. LASALLE,
Field Representative.

STAND UP FOR IRON ORE,
Ishperning, MI, February 28, 2001.

Hon. PAUL WELLSTONE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: I applaud your
introduction of the Taconite Workers Relief
Act and offer you the full support and en-
couragement of our organization, Stand Up
For Iron Ore. Your legislation will go a long
way toward resolving the problems we have
come together to work on. As iron ore min-
ers and managers, vendors and suppliers, po-
litical and community leaders we all have a
stake in ensuring that our industry is treat-
ed equally when trade cases are considered.

The iron ranges in Michigan and Min-
nesota have long been integral to that basic
foundation of America’s industrial might,
the steel industry. For over one hundred and
fifty years vibrant communities have grown
up around the mines. Miners have worked
under dangerous, grueling conditions to sup-
port their families. Mining companies and
employees have paid the taxes that support
government efforts Keewatin to Washington.

I find it unconscionable that our industry
has been ignored as the impact of illegally
traded steel has reverberated through the
economy. I thank you for attempting to rec-
tify this situation and I will do all I can to
assist in rallying support for your efforts.

Respectfully,
MIKE PRUSI,

Coordinator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank Senator DAYTON. This Taconite
Workers Relief Act that we are intro-
ducing is also being introduced in the
House of Representatives today by
Congressman OBERSTAR.

This legislation has two central ob-
jectives. The first is to make sure the
taconite workers in the Iron Range in
Minnesota, and taconite-producing re-
gions in Michigan, are eligible for
trade adjustment assistance. The sec-
ond provision says that the taconite in-
dustry and its workers should be fully
brought under trade laws that, if en-
forced, provide some protection for our
working families: section 201 cases,
antidumping cases, and countervailing
duty cases. I would like to take those
one at a time.

On trade adjustment assistance, I
could not be more in agreement with
my colleague, Senator DAYTON, from
Minnesota. The argument that has
been made is that our taconite workers
are not in competition with slab steel
or semifinished steel and that could
not be further from the truth in this
highly integrated steel industry. We
want to make sure we get this trade
adjustment assistance to people, and
the sooner the better. This is a matter

of lifeline support. This is a matter of
enabling a worker or workers to go to
school, to get additional training, to
have some support, to be able to keep
their families going. It is unconscion-
able—I think Senators, Democrats and
Republicans, will agree—that taconite
workers now are not getting this pro-
tection.

We will make the direct appeal to
Secretary of Labor Chao, who seems to
me to be a very good person—agree or
disagree on policies—because I still
think, Senator DAYTON, that the De-
partment of Labor can administra-
tively provide this support. It has been
done before. We hope it can be done
again. We will make the direct appeal.
We will work very hard at this admin-
istratively.

But if we cannot do it that way, we
will come out on the floor of the Sen-
ate with an amendment, with a sepa-
rate bill—however we best do it—to
make sure we can get this trade adjust-
ment assistance for taconite workers
in Minnesota and in Michigan as well.

The other part of it deals with the
whole question of trade laws and mak-
ing sure for taconite workers—and, for
that matter, steelworkers in general,
because they are not, Senator DAYTON,
getting the protection they deserve
right now—that we really apply section
201 and really look at the whole prob-
lem of other countries illegally dump-
ing steel and semifinished steel on our
market way below the cost of produc-
tion; and our taking action.

What is Government for, if not to be
on the side of hard-working people. I
say to my colleagues, you will not find
a stronger work ethic or a group of
citizens who work harder than those on
the Iron Range. You cannot if you go
anywhere in the country. The taconite
workers fit everything we say on the
floor of the Senate about what we
think is important about America.
They are people who work, work under
tough conditions, are absolutely com-
mitted to supporting their families,
and through no fault of their own they
are out of work.

So I say to Senator DAYTON, and I
would like to go back and forth with
him in discussion in the time we have,
I would say this is a short-run solution
and then we will be trying to get to the
bottom of this. In the short run, we
want to make sure the assistance is
there for the taconite workers. This is
about survival. This is about sup-
porting people who desperately need
the help.

The other thing we want to do is get
it right on trade on the Iron Range in
Minnesota, and I am sure the same is
true for Michigan. Frankly, I think
about steelworkers and think about
auto workers and I think about indus-
trial workers all across our country.
Our workers are not asking for any
kind of isolationist policy. Our workers
are more than willing to compete in an
international economy. But we want
trade laws that give us a level playing
field.

When you have a situation where you
have really what amounts to illegal
dumping of cheap semifinished steel or
steel on the market or when you have
children working under deplorable
working conditions, with nothing done
about that, we have to figure out a way
that this new global economy works
for working people—works for working
people in Brazil, works for working
people in Russia, works for working
people in South Korea, but also works
for working people in the Iron Range of
Minnesota and all across our country.

We are committed to both fronts. I
say to Senator DAYTON, initially we
want to get this assistance to people
right away, immediately. Then we
want to get colleagues engaged in this
debate on trade policy which is so im-
portant when it comes to what cru-
cially affects the lives of people.

I ask my colleague from Minnesota,
if I can, whether he would be willing to
reflect with me on the floor of the Sen-
ate on some of the meetings he has had
in the range, just some of the conversa-
tions with people and what this all
means to Iron Rangers in personal
terms. What has been your experience
meeting with steelworkers and others?
I ask my colleague that question.

Mr. DAYTON. I agree with you, Sen-
ator WELLSTONE. People up there are
suffering enormously because of these
tragedies. To look in their faces, to see
the pain and suffering, to see fathers
and mothers who cannot support their
families, who are losing not only their
homes but their jobs and way of life—
as you know, Senator, thousands of
people from across the Iron Range have
had to leave the area where they were
born, where their families have lived
for generations, because they cannot
find work there.

We are losing especially the young-
est. In fact, part of a whole generation
of Minnesotans have had to leave the
Iron Range because of the lack of job
opportunities. The average age of a cit-
izen now in northeastern Minnesota is
over the age of 55. Over half the citi-
zens who reside there are senior citi-
zens. This kind of devastation is really
unspeakable, unfair, and, as I say, it is
a consequence of over 20 years of what
I believe are misguided trade policies.

I agree with my distinguished col-
league, the senior Senator from Min-
nesota, that we should be looking for-
ward to working with the new Sec-
retary of Labor, the new ambassador,
and the international trade ambas-
sador. They are not the architects of
these policies. Hopefully, with a new
administration, we can work together
because at least the trade adjustment
assistance benefits, the program
itself—this is clearly, precisely what
was intended by Congress when it was
passed. It is just unconscionable that it
has not been provided administratively
already.

I agree with you that should be an
option. But in the broader context of
these policies, before these industries
are wiped out in the United States, I
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hope the administration will take a se-
rious look at them. I yield back to my
colleague.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, he is absolutely right. There
have been a number of meetings I have
been at and I know the same applies to
Senator DAYTON. I can remember one.
It was right before Christmas. It was a
meeting in Aurora. There were a lot of
people there, a lot of the steelworkers,
taconite workers, and also some of
their families. I was asking people, be-
sides legislation, what else can be
done? This is the first time this has
ever happened in the Iron Range, at
least in the 20 or 25 years I have been
up there. Senator DAYTON, this one
fairly young worker stood up and he
said: We need help for Christmas pre-
sents.

I never heard that before. When peo-
ple were working, they made good
wages and had health care benefits.
Now they are worried about presents.

On the other issue that we are going
to come up with, I don’t know what the
position of the administration will be.
I think the Clinton administration was
not strong enough at all. I am very
skeptical about where the Bush admin-
istration is going to go, but we are
going to push very hard, and where we
can cooperate with them, we will do so;
no question about it.

One of the terrible issues when we
get to the bankruptcy bill soon is that
for younger workers, next to losing
their jobs, the next worst thing is
health care. You are losing your job,
but then you are scared to death about
what is going to happen to health care
coverage with your children.

For the younger workers who have
been laid off in the case of the LTV
mine shutting down, in a few months,
they lose their health benefits; for the
older workers who have worked a little
longer, 1 year.

Maybe the Senator would want to re-
spond to this.

Then there are the retirees. What I
heard from the retirees was they are
terrified LTV will file for chapter 7 and
walk away from any health care. A lot
of those retirees—too many I think—
are struggling with cancer.

Did the Senator find that people were
talking about health care as well when
he met with them, and does he think
that is yet another issue we ought to
focus on?

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I agree
with Senator WELLSTONE. He points to
a couple of other failures of our soci-
ety. As he said, there is a lack of
health coverage for families when
someone loses their job through no
choice or fault of their own. That is
one of the great travesties of this situ-
ation. It takes what is an already awful
situation and makes it even more de-
structive to an individual. It is bad
enough when people can’t afford
Christmas presents, but then they can-
not afford to take their child to a doc-
tor and cannot afford to have their own
health problems diagnosed on a timely

basis. When they cannot afford to get
surgery, then it becomes a problem
this country and society should not
allow.

I underscore the Senator’s point that
he made a short while ago. There was a
janitor’s position that opened up to
take care of all sorts of restrooms and
everything else in one of the county
buildings and, that paid less than $7 an
hour. There were over 300 applicants
for that one position.

It underscores again how hard it is
for people who want to work and are
willing to work at anything rather
than take a handout and relief.

It is basic humanity to offer assist-
ance.

Again, I hope to work with the Sen-
ator so that we can pass this legisla-
tion. The administration must ac-
knowledge their failure to provide as-
sistance to the men and women of the
Iron Range who want to contribute to
the economic strength of this country.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
look forward to working with my col-
league, Senator DAYTON, on this. I
think two Senators from the same
State who care deeply about people
who are really hurting and who love
northeastern Minnesota are going to
give this every bit of effort. I am really
looking forward to working with the
Senator on this. I so much want to help
people.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am

pleased to join with my colleagues
from Michigan and Minnesota in spon-
soring the Taconite Workers Relief Act
of 2001. This is an important piece of
legislation for the future of our States’
taconite iron ore mines and their em-
ployees which are facing a severe im-
port crisis that is threatening to put
them out of business. Enactment of
this legislation will simply allow an in-
dustry providing a key input into fin-
ished steel to use existing trade laws to
fight back against harmful import
surges and dumped steel as other sec-
tors of the steel industry may cur-
rently do under existing trade law.

Taconite, iron ore, is an input into
basic steel production and is displaced
when semi-finished steel slab are im-
ported. For example, one ton of semi-
finished steel displaces 1.3 tons of iron
ore in basic steel production.

Unfairly traded steel imports are
overwhelming U.S. production, threat-
ening to endanger both our national
defense and manufacturing base. Re-
cently, steel producers have found it
cheaper to import semi-finished steel
slabs than to make it themselves using
iron ore from Michigan’s Upper Penin-
sula and Minnesota. Unfortunately, if
our taconite mines are overwhelmed by
cheap imports and driven to bank-
ruptcy, we will lose our capacity to
make steel without depending on for-
eign sources of semi-finished steel. In
effect, if we lose our taconite mining
industry, we lose our domestic inte-
grated steel manufacturing capabili-
ties. For national security reasons, I

don’t think that is something we want
to do.

This crisis particularly impacts
Michigan and Minnesota. The taconite
iron ore mines located there are a foun-
dation of the economies in the commu-
nities where they are located. To make
matters worse, the iron ore industry
faces a unique problem in trying to
combat these harmful and unfair trade
practices. Although its workers are los-
ing their jobs to cheap and probably il-
legally dumped imports, they cannot
fight back using our trade laws that
were specifically designed to deal with
these situations.

This is because of how our trade laws
have been interpreted in the past and
the failure to recognize the U.S. iron
ore industry’s standing to file import
relief cases against foreign producers
of semi-finished steel. For example,
under previous interpretations of U.S.
trade laws, iron ore is not considered
an article that is ‘‘like or directly com-
petitive’’ with an imported article that
is found to be a substantial cause of se-
rious injury, or threat, to the domestic
industry, even though it is a key input
in making finished steel. This is clear-
ly an oversight that should be cor-
rected. The bill we are introducing
today will achieve that goal.

This legislation would ensure that
the taconite industry and its employ-
ees fully benefit from the protection of
section 201, anti-dumping and counter-
vailing duties laws as well as making
its displaced employees eligible for
Trade Adjustment Assistance. It does
this by designating Taconite pellets as
‘‘like or directly competitive with
semi-finished steel slab’’ for the pur-
poses of eligibility for TAA and Section
201 remedies. It also would consider im-
ported semi-finished steel slab eligible
for countervailing duties, CVD, which
are duties intended to provide relief to
a domestic industry, taconite, that has
been injured by subsidized imports,
such as semi-finished steel, and for
anti- dumping remedies.

I hope the Senate will recognize the
fairness in giving parity to a critical
sector of the steel industry that has
been overlooked in the past and should
not be forgotten now. There is too
much at stake to let this industry go
under.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY):

S. 423. A bill to amend the Act enti-
tled ‘‘An Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of Fort Clatsop National Me-
morial in the State of Oregon, and for
other purposes’’; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I
am pleased to introduce the Fort
Clatsop National Memorial Expansion
Act of 2001 with my friends and col-
leagues, Senator GORDON SMITH of Or-
egon and Senator PATTY MURRAY from
Washington.

The Fort Clatsop Memorial marks
the spot where Meriwether Lewis, Wil-
liam Clark, and the Corps of Discovery
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spent 106 days during the winter of
1805. The bicentennial of their historic
journey is fast approaching. It is esti-
mated that over a quarter-million peo-
ple will visit the memorial during the
bicentennial years of 2003 though 2006.
Despite this anticipated influx of visi-
tors, the memorial is legally limited to
be no larger than 130 acres. This legis-
lation would authorize a boundary ex-
pansion of the memorial up to 1500
acres and will therefore help accommo-
date the increasing number of visitors
expected during the Lewis and Clark
Bicentennial. The bill also authorizes a
study of the national significance of
Station Camp, another Lewis and
Clark stopping point in 1805, located in
Washington State.

Since the 1980s, the United States
Park Service in Astoria, OR has been
negotiating with Willamette Industries
to acquire approximately 928 acres for
the expansion of the Ft. Clatsop Na-
tional Memorial. These acres are inte-
gral to the interpretation and enjoy-
ment of the memorial’s historic site.
The Park Service and Willamette In-
dustries have reached an agreement
that will enable the Park Service to ac-
quire this property. However, this leg-
islation is necessary to authorize the
expansion of the memorial’s boundary
before any additional lands can be ac-
quired.

The Park Service has targeted the
expansion of the Fort Clatsop Memo-
rial as one of its highest priorities. The
Clatsop County Commission supports
this legislation, as do the local land-
owners in and around the memorial. In
addition, I have heard from the Na-
tional Parks and Conservation Associa-
tion NPCA, the Trust for Public Lands,
and the Conservation Fund, all of
whom support this effort to expand the
Ft. Clatsop Memorial.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues to pass this legislation be-
cause the protection of this important
American historic area will enable us
to illustrate the story of Oregon and
America’s western expansion for all
who visit this special place. I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 423
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fort Clatsop
National Memorial Expansion Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) In 1805, the members of the Lewis and

Clark Expedition built Fort Clatsop at the
mouth of the Columbia River near Astoria,
Oregon, where they spent 106 days waiting
for the end of winter and preparing for their
journey home. The Fort Clatsop National
Memorial was created by Congress in 1958 for
the purpose of commemorating the culmina-
tion, and the winter encampment, of the
Lewis and Clark Expedition following its
successful crossing of the North American

continent, and is the only National Park
Service site solely dedicated to the Lewis
and Clark expedition.

(2) The 1995 General Management Plan for
the Fort Clatsop National Memorial, pre-
pared with input from the local community,
calls for the addition of lands to the memo-
rial to include the trail used by expedition
members to travel from the fort to the Pa-
cific Ocean and to include the shore and for-
est lands surrounding the fort and trail to
protect their natural settings.

(3) The area near present day McGowan,
Washington where Lewis and Clark and the
Corps of Discovery camped after reaching
the Pacific Ocean, performed detailed sur-
veying, and conducted the historic ‘‘vote’’ to
determine where to spend the winter, is of
undisputed national significance.

(4) The National Park Service and State of
Washington should identify the best alter-
native for adequately and cost effectively
protecting and interpreting the ‘‘Station
Camp’’ site.

(5) Expansion of the Fort Clatsop National
Memorial would require Federal legislation
because the size of the memorial is currently
limited by statute to 130 acres.

(6) Congressional action to allow for the
expansion of Fort Clatsop for both the trail
to the Pacific and, possibly, the Station
Camp site would be both timely and appro-
priate before the start of the national bicen-
tennial celebration of the Lewis and Clark
Expedition planned to take place during the
years 2004 through 2006.
SEC. 3. ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR FORT

CLATSOP NATIONAL MEMORIAL.
The act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the

establishment of Fort Clatsop National Me-
morial in the State of Oregon, and for other
purposes’’, approved May 29, 1958 (Chapter
158; 72 Stat. 153), is amended—

(a) by inserting in section 2 ‘‘(a)’’ before
‘‘The Secretary’’.

(b) by inserting in section 2 a period, ‘‘.’’,
following ‘‘coast’’ and by striking the re-
mainder of the section.

(c) by inserting in section 2 the following
new subsections:

‘‘(b) The Memorial shall also include the
lands depicted on the map entitled ‘Fort
Clatsop Boundary Map’, numbered and dated
‘405–80016–CCO–June–1996’. The area des-
ignated in the map as a ‘buffer zone’ shall
not be developed but shall be managed as a
visual buffer between a commemorative trail
that will run through the property, and con-
tiguous private land holdings.

‘‘(c) The total area designated as the Me-
morial shall contain no more than 1,500
acres.’’

(d) by inserting at the end of section 3 the
following:

‘‘(b) Such lands included within the newly
expanded boundary may be acquired from
willing sellers only, with the exception of
corporately owned timberlands.’’
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF STUDY OF STATION

CAMP.
The Secretary of the Interior shall conduct

a study of the area known as ‘‘Station
Camp’’ near McGowan, Washington, to deter-
mine its suitability, feasibility, and national
significance, for inclusion into the National
Park System. The study shall be conducted
in accordance with Section 8 of Public Law
91–383 (16 U.S.C. 1a–5).

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:
S. 424. A bill to provide incentives to

encourage private sector efforts to re-
duce earthquake losses, to establish a
national disaster mitigation program,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, my
thoughts go out today to the people of

Washington as they assess the damage
and begin recovery from the earth-
quake there yesterday afternoon.

Yesterday’s event is a reminder that
earthquakes are a national problem,
and one that can strike at any time,
without warning.

It is in this light that I introduce,
today, the Earthquake Loss Reduction
Act of 2001. This bill provides incen-
tives to encourage responsible state
and local governments, individuals,
and businesses to invest in damage pre-
vention measures before an earthquake
strikes. It is an ‘‘ounce of prevention’’
that will save the federal treasury,
homeowners, businesses, and state and
local governments the ‘‘pound of cure’’
for relief and recovery.

The legislation builds on the excel-
lent work of our nation’s earth sci-
entists and engineers by making imple-
mentation of loss reduction measure a
federal priority. We know where earth-
quake hazards exist, which buildings
and utility and transportation systems
are most vulnerable, and what the con-
sequences will be to public safety, com-
munity character, and our economy if
an earthquake strikes. We also know
how to reduce losses. Guidelines exist
that provide rational, common sense
approaches to upgrade weak facilities.

The challenge as we enter the 21st
century is to put this knowledge to
work to reduce future losses, and im-
proving the safety of Americans and
the performance of privately and pub-
licly owned buildings and facilities.
The time to implement our knowledge
is now.

There is no question that mitigation
efforts save dollars and lives in the
long run. It worries me greatly that
the President, in his Budget, proposes a
cut to existing mitigation efforts.

First, the President proposes elimi-
nating the Project Impact program.
Project Impact is the nation’s premier
disaster prevention initiative. Commu-
nities use Project Impact funds to ret-
rofit hospitals and schools, to create
flood barriers, and to help shore-up
communities against any number of
other possible natural disasters.

California has eight Project Impact
communities, and has used Project Im-
pact funds to stabilize emergency fa-
cilities and other important structures.
Local communities do not always have
the resources to mitigate these facili-
ties on their own.

There are two other proposals in
President Bush’s budget that are cause
for alarm.

1. The President’s budget outline as-
sumes $83 million in FEMA savings by
including a public buildings disaster
insurance requirement, phased in over
three years. This provision would mean
that public entities like the U.C. sys-
tem would have to have insurance on
ALL structures before they could apply
for federal assistance in the event of a
disaster.

This proposal simply is not feasible
for states like California. Insurance
companies in California do not offer
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disaster insurance or, specifically,
earthquake insurance.

It will be interesting to see how the
cities affected by the Washington
earthquake would be affected by this
rule. Insurance companies in Wash-
ington do offer earthquake insurance
and will be paying-out over the coming
months. It will be interesting to see if
the insurers are able to withstand the
costs.

2. The budget also proposes reducing
from 75 percent to 50 percent the fed-
eral share of funding for hazard mitiga-
tion grants. Once again, this is simply
not feasible in California. California
public institutions would not be able to
afford 50 percent of clean-up costs after
a major earthquake. It would be dif-
ficult for them to pay even 25 percent,
which is current law.

These two provisions could cause my
State, and others, great harm if en-
acted. I am prepared to fight them, and
I will.

The United States Geological Survey
tells us there are 40 states and five ter-
ritories with a moderate or higher
earthquake risk. Entire metropolitan
areas in these states and territories are
at risk of being crippled by earthquake
damage because existing buildings and
infrastructure were built without ap-
propriate seismic requirements.

Areas lying outside ‘‘earthquake
zones’’ are also affected. Even localized
damage threatens complex economic
systems and the magnitude of federal
disaster aid. Let me give you a few ex-
amples of potential losses estimated by
FEMA’s regional earthquake loss esti-
mation model, HAZUS.

A magnitude of 7.0 earthquake on
California’s Newport-Inglewood fault
running through the Los Angeles basin
could cause an estimated $80 billion in
losses. Damage to buildings and busi-
ness interruption would affect Los An-
geles, Orange, San Bernardino, River-
side, Ventura, and San Diego Counties.
About 58 percent of the damage would
be to residential buildings, displacing
about 400,000 people. An estimated
100,000 people would need shelter.

A magnitude 7.0 earthquake on the
Hayward fault running along the east
side of the San Francisco Bay could
cause about $37 billion in damage.
About 56 percent of the damage would
be to residential buildings, displacing
about 140,000 people. More than half of
the losses would stem from damage to
wood-frame homes and small business
buildings.

A magnitude 7.5 earthquake on the
Border Ranges fault near Anchorage,
AK could cause about $5 billion in
losses. Anchorage, a city of about
260,000 people, would suffer most of the
damage. More than 60 percent of the
damage would be to wood-frame build-
ings serving as homes and small busi-
nesses.

A magnitude 7.2 earthquake on the
Wasatch fault on the east side of Salt
Lake City could cause about $13 billion
in losses to the eight counties in that
region. Most of the damage, about $11

billion, would occur in Salt Lake Coun-
ty. Throughout the region, about
150,000 people would be displaced, near-
ly 38,000 would require shelter, and
nearly $10 billion of the losses would
result from damage and disruption to
residential buildings.

As large as these estimates seem, the
actual losses could be even greater.
Make no mistake, earthquakes will
strike these regions and others, we just
do not know when. In each estimate,
over half of the losses are expected to
come from residential buildings. Most
vulnerable residential buildings can be
upgraded for reasonable levels of ex-
penditures. The incentives proposed in
this bill could make it happen.

While it is too early to determine the
extent of the damage of yesterday’s
earthquake in Washington, taking a
look at the losses from the 1994 earth-
quake in Northridge, CA. The direct
losses from that quake totaled more
than $44 billion. For all disasters de-
clared since 1989, FEMA has paid near-
ly $28 billion in disaster assistance for
repairs to public buildings and infra-
structure and for humanitarian aid.
FEMA’s outlay for Northridge alone
represents 25 percent of this 12-year ag-
gregate figure, approximately $7 bil-
lion.

You and I know that supplemental
relief funds disrupt carefully planned
budget decisions and undermine on-
going programs. For some people, re-
ducing recurring demands for federal
disaster aid may be reason enough to
support this bill, but there are more
compelling reasons.

The cost and consequences of earth-
quakes are painful to the victims, both
individuals and businesses. The plight
of those in the disaster area may be ob-
vious, but the effects extend outside of
the disaster area, often across state
borders affecting those who depend on
damaged businesses and affected cus-
tomers. The American economy de-
pends on closely linked businesses, sup-
pliers of raw materials and compo-
nents, manufacturers, transporters,
and marketers. Worldwide competitors
seek the market share of American
business when a disaster disrupts our
economy.

Research from the Northridge earth-
quake indicates that even when busi-
nesses did not suffer direct damage in
that quake, their presence in or near
areas of wide-spread damage or disrup-
tion caused economic hardship. Eco-
nomic losses can be large and have
long-term effects on the future of busi-
nesses and regions. Simply put, earth-
quake loss reduction efforts improve
the sustainability of American busi-
nesses.

What we need is a widespread invest-
ment in loss reduction by many par-
ties, not just the federal government.
Responsibility for earthquake safety
rests with state and local government,
individuals, and companies. The federal
role I advocate is one of leadership
backed by incentives to inform and
motivate those responsible to imple-

ment loss-reduction actions. The result
I seek is reduced pain and suffering,
and more sustainable communities and
businesses.

The Federal Government is already
contributing to earthquake disaster
prevention. In a little over twenty
years, our National Earthquake Hazard
Reduction Program has sponsored re-
search and development activities in
earth sciences and engineering and has
produced the knowledge and tools, such
as the HAZUS estimates I noted ear-
lier, we need to reduce our risk. If we
are to reduce losses, however, we must
put this knowledge to work.

Reducing earthquake losses depends
on the actions of millions of individual
decision-makers, homeowners, business
owners, and government officials.
Many successful measures are easy to
implement, but may seem expensive
when considering competing demand
for funds between immediate issues and
the perceived low probability threat of
an earthquake. The incentives in this
bill provide good reasons to undertake
loss reduction efforts. This bill will
move knowledge from the laboratory
to the community. The bill recognizes
that shared responsibility for preven-
tion means that those responsible for
the facilities at risk accept responsi-
bility for reducing the risk.

This legislation does the following:
1. It provides a credit against federal

income taxes equal to 50 percent of a
homeowner’s investment in seismic
retrofit, not to exceed $6,000.

2. It provides businesses an oppor-
tunity to depreciate the cost of seismic
retrofit over five years.

3. The bill defines a seismic retro-
fitting bond as a bond for which 95 per-
cent of the proceeds are used for seis-
mic retrofitting expenditures or used
to finance loans to borrowers for seis-
mic retrofitting expenditures as
‘‘qualified bonds.’’

4. It encourages private investments
in seismic retrofitting of residential
properties by allowing deduction of
passive activity losses.

5. The legislation provides mortgage
insurance incentives for seismic retro-
fitting of residences.

6. It authorizes a $1 billion Loss Re-
duction Trust Fund to provide match-
ing grants for mitigation measures and
recovery planning grants to reduce
damage to buildings and utility and
transportation systems critical to dis-
aster response. Provided to local gov-
ernment entities, public and private
hospitals, institutions of higher edu-
cation, and special districts, the trust
fund grants would require that the
state and the local entity recipients
benefitting from the investment fund a
portion of the cost. To be eligible, the
local entities must also have in place a
long-term strategic earthquake loss re-
duction plan and enforce land use,
building code, and other measures to
reduce the vulnerability of facilities in
the jurisdiction.

7. And the bill authorizes establish-
ment of the Advanced National Seis-
mic Research and Monitoring System
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by the United States Geological Sur-
vey.

The incentives offered in this bill are
available only if the recipient, some-
times with state aid, invests in the ef-
fort to prevent losses. These invest-
ments will spawn meaningful loss pre-
vention actions that will benefit all of
the stakeholders involved and will re-
duce the need for disaster aid.

Public/private partnership work:
City of Berkeley, CA, has dem-

onstrated that even small incentives
work. This city of 109,000 people spends
about $1 million each year in hazard re-
duction activities. It rebates a portion
of its real estate transfer tax, up to
$1,500, to homeowners for loss reduc-
tion actions, waives permit fees for
seismic residential retrofit projects,
and offers low income loans up to
$15,000 and some grants to low income
senior and disabled homeowners for
retrofit work.

In the 10 ears since these incentives
were put in place, 38 percent of the sin-
gle-family homes have had some form
of retrofit work done and 30 percent of
small apartment buildings have been
improved.

Berkeley has also passed seven spe-
cial taxes that concentrate funding on
pre-disaster mitigation.

Federal incentives can empower
similar results nationwide. Cities like
Berkeley, where the earthquake threat
is a critical community concern, will
benefit from the additional induce-
ments included in this bill.

Preventing damage makes sense, and
it benefits our nation in many ways be-
sides reducing the need for disaster
aide. Not all benefits are easily quan-
tified because they accrue to a variety
of stakeholders and many of the indi-
rect and human effects are subtle, yet
important.

Earthquakes impact all segments of
the communities they strike, individ-
uals, businesses, and public services
such as police, fire, hospitals, and
schools. Damage often creates eco-
nomic ripples throughout the commu-
nity and beyond state borders. Home-
owners, building owners, their tenants,
neighboring businesses, local and state
government, and the Federal Govern-
ment will benefit.

Let me give you three examples of
loss reduction projects that have wide-
spread benefits:

1. Water officials in Memphis, TN re-
cently made the wise decision to invest
in a structural upgrade of the Davis
Water Pumping station. Strengthening
this critical station cost about $488,000.

What the officials at the Memphis
Light, Gas, and Water Division recog-
nize is that there is a fifty-fifty chance
that a moderate earthquake will strike
the Memphis area within the next fif-
teen years. It would cost $17 million to
replace the water pumping station
after such an earthquake. Plus, every
day the station is inoperable costs
about $1.4 million in lost services.

The loss of drinkable water affects
the entire community and cripples

business activity. Considering the time
to repair or replace a damaged pump
facility, it is estimated that the cost of
lost services would be $112 million.
Clearly, a $488,000 investment is a good
one.

The Loss Reduction Trust Fund es-
tablished by this bill authorizes $1 bil-
lion in matching grants to strengthen
critical infrastructure like the Davis
Water Pumping Station.

2. Another good example of forward
thinking is the Anheuser-Busch brew-
ery in Los Angeles. After realizing its
facilities were vulnerable to earth-
quake damage, the company began a
$20 million program to retrofit critical
buildings and equipment. The brewery
is a critical company asset because it
supplies the Southwest and Pacific re-
gions. Although located only a few
miles from the epicenter of the 1994
Northridge earthquake, the brewery
was able to return to operation after
just minor cleanup, repairs, and res-
toration of off-site water supply.

Anheuser-Busch estimated that dam-
age and business interruption costs
could have exceeded $300 million after
the Northridge quake, had it not
strengthened its facilities. There was
more at stake than the viability of a
major business. Damage affects em-
ployees, federal, state, and local gov-
ernment income, suppliers, vendors,
and the surrounding community.

By accelerating depreciation of seis-
mic retrofit expenses, this bill will en-
courage other businesses to carry out
similar projects.

3. And there is another example from
the Northridge earthquake. Three
months before that quake, a home-
owner in the Hollywood area of Los An-
geles spent $3,200 to retrofit his 1911-
vintage home. The house survived with
only minor damage, while similar
houses on the same block suffered se-
vere damage. In fact, several of those
neighboring homes were demolished by
the earthquake.

Many homes across the nation are
built on poorly braced foundation walls
or piers and posts and are vulnerable to
damage during even mild earthquake
activity. The cost to add the bracing
needed generally is only a few thou-
sand dollars, yet the cost of repairing a
home after it falls is tens of thousands
of dollars. As with a business, when a
home topples, there is more at stake
than injury to family members and the
cost of repairs. Not to mention the fact
that a falling home can spark a fire
that can burn an entire community.

This bill creates a tax credit for half
of the cost of the seismic retrofit of a
residence, makes mortgages for earth-
quake resistant homes more attractive
than those for homes meeting lower
standards, and makes it easier for local
government to use general obligation
bonds financing for loss prevention
project loans.

FEMA’s HAZUS software was re-
cently used to estimate how the indi-
vidual actions provided by the bill
could add up to significant savings of

importance to our communities, econ-
omy, and governments.

If a magnitude 7.0 earthquake oc-
curred on the Newport-Inglewood fault
under Los Angeles today, it could
cause about $80 billion in damages.
Thousands of businesses would be in-
terrupted, 400,000 people would be dis-
placed, and there would be several hun-
dred deaths. If every existing building
in that area were retrofitted to the
standards in current codes, the losses
would drop by $28 billion to $52 billion.
Business interruption losses would
drop from $15 billion to less than $6 bil-
lion. The number of people displaced
would shrink to 93,000, and the esti-
mated number of deaths would drop by
over 90 percent.

Similarly, a magnitude 7.0 earth-
quake on the Hayward fault in the San
Francisco Bay area would cause about
$37 billion in damages, if it struck
today. 140,000 people would be dis-
placed. However, if every existing
building were retrofitted to the stand-
ards in current codes, the losses would
be reduced by a third. Business inter-
ruption losses would drop from $6.5 bil-
lion to about $2 billion. The number of
people displaced would shrink to 40,000
and the estimated deaths would drop
by more than 90 percent.

Assuming that all buildings meet the
latest seismic standards is ambitious,
but the resulting estimates give con-
vincing evidence that implementing
loss reduction measures can pay hand-
some dividends.

Moreover, the importance of loss re-
duction efforts extends beyond these
quantitative estimates. Less damage
means less psychological pain, more
sustainable communities and busi-
nesses, protected stocks of low-income
housing and architecturally and his-
torically significant buildings and
neighborhoods, and protected family
savings. Every time a neighbor, em-
ployer, or local government invests in
prevention, the entire community ben-
efits.

Earthquakes are a nationwide prob-
lem. They have struck the Northeast
and Northwest, damaged Charleston,
Saint Louis, and Memphis, struck our
mountain states, Alaska, and Hawaii.
They will strike these and other places
again.

Much of the knowledge we need to re-
duce losses from future earthquakes
exists. While some forward thinking
businesses, individuals, and local gov-
ernments are already using the knowl-
edge to invest in measures to reduce
future losses, the Earthquake Loss Re-
duction Act creates modest federal in-
centives to foster a needed increase in
the implementation of hazard mitiga-
tion measures.

This bill also establishes a $1 billion
grant program to match the invest-
ments from local government entities,
hospitals, and institutions of higher
education. It challenges states to add
to this match, and makes investment
in properties for the purpose of seismic
retrofit an attractive investment in
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our future. While the occurrence of
large-scale earthquakes may be per-
ceived as a low probability, our experi-
ence shows the high consequence of
these events.

Strong federal leadership, and mod-
est incentive, can lead Americans to
undertake loss reduction measures and
can lead us to a safer tomorrow. I urge
my colleagues to support the Earth-
quake Loss Reduction Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 424
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Earthquake
Loss Reduction Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) After 23 years of research funded by the
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Program, a substantial body of knowledge
exists about earth sciences, geotechnical,
and structural engineering and human be-
havior relating earthquakes.

(2) The foremost challenge as we enter the
21st century is putting this knowledge to
work by reducing future losses to improve
the safety of Americans and the performance
of State and local government facilities and
private buildings and facilities.

(3) Earthquakes and tsunamis cause great
danger to human life and property through-
out the United States and continue to
threaten Americans significantly in over 40
States and territories.

(4) Too few States and local communities
have sufficiently identified and assessed
their risk and implemented adequate meas-
ures to reduce losses from such disasters and
to ensure that their critical public infra-
structure and facilities will continue to
function after the disaster.

(5) Too much of the Nation’s stocks of
housing and commercial buildings remain in-
herently vulnerable to earthquake shaking.
Future losses in these facilities can be less-
ened using currently feasible technology.

(6) Too much of local government infra-
structure remain at risk and are likely to be
non-functional in the aftermath of foresee-
able earthquake events at the time when the
services they provide are critically nec-
essary.

(7) Federal, State and local government ex-
penditures for disaster assistance and recov-
ery have increased without commensurate
reduction in the likelihood of future losses
from such earthquakes.

(8) Feasible techniques for reducing future
earthquake losses are readily available.

(9) Without economic incentives, it is un-
likely that States and local communities
and the public will be able to implement
available measures to reduce losses and en-
sure continued functionality of their infra-
structure.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act
to establish a national disaster mitigation
program that —

(1) reduces the loss of life and property,
human suffering, economic disruption, and
disaster assistance costs resulting from
earthquakes;

(2) offers financial incentives to encourage
private sector efforts to reduce earthquake
losses;

(3) provides matching finds to encourage
and assist States and local governments and
the private sector in their efforts to imple-
ment measures designed to ensure the con-
tinued functionality of public infrastructure,
commerce, and habitation after earthquakes;
and

(4) creates Federal, State and local govern-
ment partnerships to reduce the vulner-
ability of public infrastructure, commercial
enterprises, and residential buildings to
earthquakes.
SEC. 3. NONREFUNDABLE CREDIT FOR EXPENSES

RELATED TO SEISMIC RETROFIT OF
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subpart A of part IV
of subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund-
able personal credits) is amended by insert-
ing after section 25A the following:
‘‘SEC. 25B. EXPENSES RELATED TO SEISMIC RET-

ROFIT OF PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of an indi-

vidual, there shall be allowed as a credit
against the tax imposed by this chapter for
the taxable year an amount equal to 50 per-
cent of so much of the qualified seismic ret-
rofit expenses of the taxpayer for the taxable
year as do not exceed $6,000.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED SEISMIC RETROFIT EX-
PENSES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified seis-
mic retrofit expenses’ means amounts paid
or incurred by the taxpayer during the tax-
able year in relation to any seismic retrofit
construction of the principal residence of the
taxpayer.

‘‘(2) SEISMIC RETROFIT CONSTRUCTION.—The
term ‘seismic retrofit construction’ means
any addition or improvement—

‘‘(A) which is certified by the State dis-
aster agency or other applicable agency—

‘‘(i) as resulting in the mitigation of the
risk of damage to existing property from an
earthquake, and

‘‘(ii) as being in addition to any addition or
improvement required by any State or local
law with respect to such property, and

‘‘(B) which is placed in service at least 5
years after the date the building is first
placed in service.

Such term does not include the cost of ac-
quiring such property (or any interest there-
in).

‘‘(3) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—The term ‘prin-
cipal residence’ has the same meaning as
when used in section 121.

‘‘(c) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No de-
duction shall be allowed under any other
provision of this chapter with respect to any
amount of qualified seismic retrofit expenses
taken into account under subsection (a).

‘‘(d) BASIS ADJUSTMENT.—For purposes of
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this
section with respect to any residence, the
basis of such residence shall be reduced by
the amount of the credit so allowed.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for subpart A of

part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by
inserting after the item relating to section
25A the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 25B. Expenses related to seismic ret-
rofit of principal residence.’’.

(2) Subsection (a) of section 1016 of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of paragraph (26), by striking the period
at the end of paragraph (27) and inserting ‘‘,
and’’, and by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(28) in the case of a residence with respect
to which a credit was allowed under section
25B, to the extent provided in section
25B(d).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to expenses

paid or incurred in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 4. RECOVERY PERIOD FOR DEPRECIATION

OF CERTAIN SEISMIC RETROFIT EX-
PENSES.

(a) TREATMENT AS 5-YEAR PROPERTY.—Sec-
tion 168(e)(3)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 (relating to 5-year property) is
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of
clause (v), by striking the period and insert-
ing ‘‘, and’’ at the end of clause (vi), and by
inserting after clause (vi) the following new
clause:

‘‘(vii) any qualified seismic retrofit prop-
erty.’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED SEISMIC RET-
ROFIT PROPERTY.—Section 168(i) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to defini-
tions and special rules) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(15) QUALIFIED SEISMIC RETROFIT PROP-
ERTY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified seis-
mic retrofit property’ means any addition or
improvement to real property for which de-
preciation is allowable under this section—

‘‘(i) for which the expenditure is properly
chargeable to the capital account, and

‘‘(ii) which is a seismic retrofit.
‘‘(B) SEISMIC RETROFIT.—For purposes of

subparagraph (A)(i), the term ‘seismic ret-
rofit’ means any addition or improvement—

‘‘(i) which is certified by the State disaster
agency or other applicable agency—

‘‘(I) as resulting in the mitigation of the
risk of damage to existing property from an
earthquake, and

‘‘(II) as being in addition to any addition
or improvement required by any State or
local law with respect to such property, and

‘‘(ii) which is placed in service at least 5
years after the date the building is first
placed in service.

Such term does not include the cost of ac-
quiring such property (or any interest there-
in).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to qualified
seismic retrofit property placed in service
after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 5. QUALIFIED SEISMIC RETROFITTING

BONDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.— Section 144 of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to quali-
fied small issue bond; qualified student loan
bond; qualified redevelopment bond) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(d) QUALIFIED SEISMIC RETROFITTING
BOND.—For purposes of this part—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified seis-
mic retrofitting bond’ means any bond issued
as part of an issue 95 percent or more of the
net proceeds of which are to be used—

‘‘(A) for seismic retrofitting expenditures,
and

‘‘(B) in a manner which meets the require-
ments of paragraph (3).

‘‘(2) SEISMIC RETROFITTING EXPENDITURE.—
For purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘seis-
mic retrofitting expenditure’ means any
amount properly chargeable to capital ac-
count—

‘‘(A) which is certified by the State dis-
aster agency or other applicable agency—

‘‘(i) as resulting in the mitigation of the
risk of damage to existing property from an
earthquake, and

‘‘(ii) as being in addition to any addition or
improvement required by any State or local
law with respect to such property, and

‘‘(B) which is placed in service at least 5
years after the date the building is first
placed in service.

Such term does not include the cost of ac-
quiring such property (or any interest there-
in).
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‘‘(3) USE OF PROCEEDS REQUIREMENTS.—The

use of the proceeds of an issue meets the re-
quirements of this paragraph if within the
26-month period beginning with the date of
issue—

‘‘(A) at least 95 percent of the net proceeds
of such issue are used for seismic retrofitting
expenditures or are used to finance 1 or more
loans to ultimate borrowers for such expend-
itures, or

‘‘(B) to the extent not so used under sub-
paragraph (A), such proceeds in excess of
$10,000 are used to redeem bonds which are
part of such issue.’’.

(b) BONDS TREATED AS QUALIFIED BONDS.—
Paragraph (1) of section 141(e) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (defining qualified
bond) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end
of subparagraph (F), by redesignating sub-
paragraph (G) as subparagraph (H), and by
inserting after subparagraph (F) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

‘‘(G) a qualified seismic retrofitting bond,
or’’.

(c) BONDS INCLUDED FOR PURPOSES OF
SMALL ISSUER EXEMPTION STATUS.—Sub-
clause (I) of section 265(b)(3)(C)(ii) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to obli-
gations not taken into account in deter-
mining status as qualified small issuer) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, or a qualified seis-
mic retrofitting bond, as defined in section
144(d)(1)’’ after ‘‘section 145’’.

(d) EXCEPTION FROM VOLUME CAP.—Section
146(g) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to exception for certain bonds) is
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of
paragraph (3), by striking the period at the
end of paragraph (4) and inserting a comma,
and by adding after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

‘‘(5) any qualified mortgage bond if 95 per-
cent or more of the net proceeds of the bond
are to be used to provide home improvement
loans in connection with seismic retrofitting
expenditures (as defined in section 144(d)(2)
without regard to the capital account re-
quirement), and

‘‘(6) any qualified seismic retrofitting
bond.’’.

(e) PROCEEDS OF MORTGAGE REVENUE BONDS
USED IN CONNECTION WITH SEISMIC RETRO-
FITTING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section
143(k) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to other definitions and special
rules for qualified mortgage bonds) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED HOME IMPROVEMENT LOAN.—
The term ‘qualified home improvement loan’
means—

‘‘(A) the financing (in an amount which
does not exceed $15,000)—

‘‘(i) of alterations, repairs, and improve-
ments on or in connection with an existing
residence by the owner thereof, but

‘‘(ii) only for such items as substantially
protect or improve the basic livability or en-
ergy efficiency of the property, and

‘‘(B) the financing (in an amount which
does not exceed $20,000) of seismic retro-
fitting expenditures (as defined in section
144(d)(2) without regard to the capital ac-
count requirement) in connection with an
existing residence by the owner thereof.’’.

(2) EXCEPTION FROM INCOME REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 143(f) of such Code (relating
to income requirements) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(7) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN QUALIFIED
HOME IMPROVEMENT LOANS.—Paragraph (1)
shall not apply with respect to any qualified
home improvement loan (as defined in sub-
section (k)(4)(B).’’.

(f) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The heading of section 144 of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by
striking ‘‘bond.’’ and inserting ‘‘bond quali-
fied seismic retrofitting bond.’’.

(2) The item relating to section 144 in the
table of sections for subpart A of part IV of
subchapter B of chapter 1 of such Code is
amended by striking ‘‘bond.’’ and inserting
‘‘bond; qualified seismic retrofitting bond.’’

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to bonds
issued after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 6. TREATMENT OF PASSIVE LOSSES OF CER-

TAIN PARTNERSHIPS ENGAGED IN
SEISMIC RETROFITTING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 469 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to passive
activity losses and credits limited) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(n) EXEMPTION FOR SEISMIC RETROFITTING
TRADE OR BUSINESS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any nat-
ural person, subsection (a) shall not apply to
that portion of the passive activity loss or
the deduction equivalent (within the mean-
ing of subsection (j)(5)) of the passive activ-
ity credit for any taxable year which is at-
tributable to any seismic retrofitting activ-
ity which such person engages in during the
taxable year, whether or not the taxpayer
materially participates in such activity.

‘‘(2) SEISMIC RETROFITTING ACTIVITY.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘seis-
mic retrofitting activity’ means any activity
which involves the trade or business of seis-
mic retrofit construction (as defined in sec-
tion 25B(b)(2)) for residential property.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 7. MORTGAGE INSURANCE INCENTIVE.

Section 203(b)(2) of the National Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 12 U.S.C. 1709(b)(2)), is amend-
ed, in the second undesignated paragraph, by
inserting ‘‘or due to seismic retrofitting of
the residence (within the meaning of the
term ‘seismic retrofit construction’ under
section 25B(b)(2) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986)’’ before the period at the end.
SEC. 8. EARTHQUAKE DISASTER MITIGATION

AND RECOVERY PLANNING GRANT
PROGRAM.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4 of the Earth-

quake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42
U.S.C. 7703) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(8) AGENCY.—The term ‘Agency’ means
the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy.

‘‘(9) CRITICAL FACILITY.—The term ‘critical
facility’ means—

‘‘(A) a public structure (including a police
station, fire station, city or town hall,
school, or other public building) or a public
or nonprofit private hospital that is—

‘‘(i) owned by an entity; and
‘‘(ii) critical to the continuity of the entity

or to the conduct of the disaster response ac-
tivities of the entity; or

‘‘(B) a facility that—
‘‘(i) provides medical services to a specific

occupational or industry segment of the gen-
eral public; and

‘‘(ii) is operated by an organization de-
scribed in subsection (c) or (d) of section 501
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and ex-
empt from taxation under subsection (a) of
such section.

‘‘(10) CRITICAL PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE.—
The term ‘critical public infrastructure’
means a utility or transportation system (in-
cluding a bridge, energy system, water or
sewer system, or communication system)
that is—

‘‘(A) owned by an entity; and
‘‘(B) critical to the conduct of the disaster

response activities of the entity.
‘‘(11) EARTHQUAKE DISASTER.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘earthquake
disaster’ means a disaster that results from
a movement of the earth.

‘‘(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘earthquake
disaster’ includes a disaster that results
from a tsunami or an earthquake-caused
landslide or liquefaction (as determined by
the Director of the Agency).

‘‘(12) GRANT PROGRAM.—The term ‘grant
program’ means the earthquake disaster
mitigation and recovery planning grant pro-
gram established under section 6.

‘‘(13) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian
tribe’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 4 of the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b).

‘‘(14) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—
The term ‘institution of higher education’
has the meaning given the term in section
101 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 1001).

‘‘(15) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘local
government’ means—

‘‘(A) a city, town, township, county, par-
ish, village, or other general-purpose polit-
ical subdivision of a State;

‘‘(B) an Indian tribe; and
‘‘(C) a geologic hazard abatement or simi-

lar special purpose district formed to carry
out or fund projects to reduce the vulner-
ability of infrastructure and buildings to
earthquake disasters.

‘‘(16) LOSS REDUCTION TRUST FUND.—The
term ‘Loss Reduction Trust Fund’ means the
Loss Reduction Trust Fund established by
section 7.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
5(b)(1) of the Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7704(b)(1)) is amended
by striking ‘‘(hereafter in this Act referred
to as the ‘Agency’)’’.

(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—The Earthquake Haz-
ards Reduction Act of 1977 is amended by in-
serting after section 5 (42 U.S.C. 7704) the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 6. EARTHQUAKE DISASTER MITIGATION

AND RECOVERY PLANNING GRANT
PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the
Agency may establish a grant program to
provide financial assistance to eligible re-
cipients described in subsection (b) to pay
the Federal share of the cost of carrying out
earthquake disaster mitigation and recovery
planning measures with respect to the crit-
ical facilities and critical public infrastruc-
ture under the jurisdiction of the recipients.

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for a grant

under the grant program, an entity shall be
a local government, public or nonprofit pri-
vate hospital, or public institution of higher
education that—

‘‘(A) has jurisdiction over, or is located in,
an area that is subject to earthquake disas-
ters;

‘‘(B) submits to the Director of the Agency
for approval an application for the grant in
such form as the Director shall require;

‘‘(C) has completed an earthquake disaster
risk analysis;

‘‘(D) has adopted a long-term strategic
earthquake disaster loss reduction plan that
identifies high priority earthquake disaster
loss reduction projects; and

‘‘(E) meets criteria established by the Di-
rector under paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) CRITERIA.—
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the

Agency shall establish, by regulation, cri-
teria that local governments, public and
nonprofit private hospitals, and public insti-
tutions of higher education shall meet to
qualify for grants under the grant program.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENT APPLICABLE TO LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS.—The criteria under subpara-
graph (A) applicable to local governments
shall include the requirement that a local
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government adopt and enforce comprehen-
sive ordinances, building codes, land use
measures, and other measures for earth-
quake disaster loss reduction that—

‘‘(i) take into consideration the identified
earthquake hazards applicable to the area
over which the local government has juris-
diction; and

‘‘(ii) reflect current, cost-effective tech-
niques designed to reduce losses from earth-
quake disasters and ensure the continued
functionality of critical facilities and crit-
ical public infrastructure.

‘‘(C) CONSULTATION.—The criteria under
subparagraph (A) shall be adopted after con-
sultation with—

‘‘(i) Federal, State, and local government
officials and agencies; and

‘‘(ii) other persons knowledgeable in the
fields of natural disasters and hazard mitiga-
tion.

‘‘(c) COST SHARING.—
‘‘(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph

(B), the Federal share of the cost of measures
carried out using a grant under the grant
program shall be 75 percent.

‘‘(B) INSUFFICIENCY OF FEDERAL FUNDS.—In
paying the Federal share under subparagraph
(A) in a case in which there are insufficient
funds in the Loss Reduction Trust Fund to
fund all applications that are eligible for ap-
proval, the Director of the Agency may con-
sider—

‘‘(i) the desirability of geographical dis-
persal of available funds;

‘‘(ii) the extent to which any applicant
faces a greater risk of earthquake disasters,
in number or severity, than other applicants;

‘‘(iii) the extent to which each applicant is
expending resources on addressing urgent
problems concerning critical facilities or
critical public infrastructure; and

‘‘(iv) the extent to which the measures pro-
posed to be funded using the grant are ex-
pected to result in cost savings to the Fed-
eral Government under the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.).

‘‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—
‘‘(A) GRANTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(OTHER THAN INDIAN TRIBES).—In the case of a
grant to a local government (other than an
Indian tribe) under the grant program, the
non-Federal share of the cost of measures
carried out using the grant shall be provided
as follows:

‘‘(i) 1⁄2 by the State.
‘‘(ii) 1⁄2 by the local government.
‘‘(B) GRANTS TO INDIAN TRIBES.—In the case

of a grant to an Indian tribe under the grant
program, the non-Federal share of the cost of
measures carried out using the grant shall be
provided as follows:

‘‘(i) 1⁄2 by the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
‘‘(ii) 1⁄2 by the Indian tribe.
‘‘(C) GRANTS TO PUBLIC HOSPITALS.—In the

case of a grant to a public hospital under the
grant program, the non-Federal share of the
cost of measures carried out using the grant
shall be provided as follows:

‘‘(i) 1⁄2 by the State, from funds other than
general State appropriations to the hospital.

‘‘(ii) 1⁄2 by the public hospital, from general
State appropriations to the hospital or from
funds donated to the hospital.

‘‘(D) GRANTS TO NONPROFIT PRIVATE HOS-
PITALS.—In the case of a grant to a nonprofit
private hospital under the grant program,
the non-Federal share of the cost of meas-
ures carried out using the grant shall be pro-
vided by the nonprofit private hospital.

‘‘(E) GRANTS TO PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EDUCATION.—In the case of a grant to
a public institution of higher education
under the grant program, the non-Federal
share of the cost of measures carried out
using the grant shall be provided as follows:

‘‘(i) 1⁄2 by the State, from funds other than
general State appropriations to the institu-
tion of higher education.

‘‘(ii) 1⁄2 by the public institution of higher
education, from general State appropriations
to the institution of higher education or
from funds donated to the institution of
higher education.

‘‘(d) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A grant under the grant

program may be used—
‘‘(A) to retrofit critical facilities and crit-

ical public infrastructure in accordance with
paragraph (2);

‘‘(B) to implement earthquake disaster
mitigation measures in accordance with
paragraph (3); or

‘‘(C) to develop earthquake disaster recov-
ery plans in accordance with paragraph (4).

‘‘(2) RETROFIT OF CRITICAL FACILITIES AND
CRITICAL PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A grant under the grant
program may be used to retrofit a critical fa-
cility or critical public infrastructure with
parts or equipment that meets current
standards for withstanding earthquake disas-
ters (as determined by the Director of the
Agency).

‘‘(B) SELECTION OF CRITICAL FACILITIES AND
CRITICAL PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE.—A critical
facility or critical public infrastructure shall
be selected for a grant under subparagraph
(A) if the critical facility or critical public
infrastructure is identified in a long-term
strategic earthquake disaster loss reduction
plan adopted under subsection (b)(1)(D) as
having high priority for retrofit because of
the effect that damage to the critical facil-
ity or critical public infrastructure from an
earthquake disaster would have on the qual-
ity of human life in the region and on recov-
ery from the earthquake disaster.

‘‘(3) IMPLEMENTATION OF EARTHQUAKE DIS-
ASTER MITIGATION MEASURES.—A grant under
the grant program may be used to imple-
ment an earthquake disaster mitigation
measure designed to ensure the continued
functionality of a critical facility or critical
public infrastructure.

‘‘(4) DEVELOPMENT OF EARTHQUAKE DIS-
ASTER RECOVERY PLANS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A grant under the grant
program may be used to develop an earth-
quake disaster recovery plan that includes—

‘‘(i) a plan for reestablishing government
operations and community services after an
earthquake disaster; and

‘‘(ii) a plan for long-term recovery after an
earthquake disaster.

‘‘(B) SCHEDULE FOR PAYMENT OF GRANT
FUNDS.—Of a grant for measures described in
subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) 50 percent shall be paid upon approval
by the Director of the Agency of the applica-
tion for the grant; and

‘‘(ii) 50 percent shall be paid upon adoption
of the earthquake disaster recovery plan by
the local government, public hospital, or
public institution of higher education.
‘‘SEC. 7. LOSS REDUCTION TRUST FUND.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Treasury of the United States a fund
to be known as the ‘Loss Reduction Trust
Fund’, consisting of—

‘‘(1) such amounts as are appropriated to
the Loss Reduction Trust Fund under sub-
section (b);

‘‘(2) such amounts as are appropriated to
the Loss Reduction Trust Fund under section
13(e); and

‘‘(3) any interest earned on investment of
amounts in the Loss Reduction Trust Fund
under subsection (d).

‘‘(b) TRANSFERS TO LOSS REDUCTION TRUST
FUND.—There are appropriated to the Loss
Reduction Trust Fund amounts equivalent
to—

‘‘(1) such amounts as the Director of the
Agency determines are remaining after the
close-out of any active disaster declaration
account under the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.);

‘‘(2) such amounts as—
‘‘(A) were allocated for hazard mitigation

assistance with respect to a major disaster
under section 404 of that Act (42 U.S.C.
5170c); and

‘‘(B) the Director of the Agency determines
are remaining after expiration of the time
limits established under subsection (c) of
that section; and

‘‘(3) amounts received as gifts under sub-
section (f).

‘‘(c) EXPENDITURES FROM LOSS REDUCTION
TRUST FUND.—Upon request by the Director
of the Agency, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall transfer from the Loss Reduction Trust
Fund to the Director of the Agency such
amounts as the Director of the Agency deter-
mines are necessary to carry out section 6.

‘‘(d) INVESTMENT OF AMOUNTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the

Treasury shall invest such portion of the
Loss Reduction Trust Fund as is not, in the
judgment of the Secretary of the Treasury,
required to meet current withdrawals. In-
vestments may be made only in interest-
bearing obligations of the United States.

‘‘(2) ACQUISITION OF OBLIGATIONS.—For the
purpose of investments under paragraph (1),
obligations may be acquired—

‘‘(A) on original issue at the issue price; or
‘‘(B) by purchase of outstanding obliga-

tions at the market price.
‘‘(3) SALE OF OBLIGATIONS.—Any obligation

acquired by the Loss Reduction Trust Fund
may be sold by the Secretary of the Treasury
at the market price.

‘‘(4) CREDITS TO FUND.—The interest on,
and the proceeds from the sale or redemption
of, any obligations held in the Loss Reduc-
tion Trust Fund shall be credited to and
form a part of the Loss Reduction Trust
Fund.

‘‘(e) TRANSFERS OF AMOUNTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amounts required to

be transferred to the Loss Reduction Trust
Fund under this section shall be transferred
at least monthly from the general fund of
the Treasury to the Loss Reduction Trust
Fund on the basis of estimates made by the
Secretary of the Treasury.

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—Proper adjustment
shall be made in amounts subsequently
transferred to the extent prior estimates
were in excess of or less than the amounts
required to be transferred.

‘‘(f) GIFTS.—The Secretary of the Treasury
may accept gifts of cash for transfer to the
Loss Reduction Trust Fund.’’.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 12 of the Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7706) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (f); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(e) LOSS REDUCTION TRUST FUND.—There
is authorized to be appropriated to the Loss
Reduction Trust Fund $1,000,000,000.’’.

(d) POSTDISASTER ASSISTANCE.—
(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 102 of the Robert

T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(10) CRITICAL FACILITY.—The term ‘crit-
ical facility’ means—

‘‘(A) a public structure (including a police
station, fire station, city or town hall,
school, or other public building) or a public
or nonprofit private hospital that is—

‘‘(i) owned by an entity; and
‘‘(ii) critical to the continuity of the entity

or to the conduct of the disaster response ac-
tivities of the entity; or
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‘‘(B) a facility that—
‘‘(i) provides medical services to a specific

occupational or industry segment of the gen-
eral public; and

‘‘(ii) is operated by an organization de-
scribed in subsection (c) or (d) of section 501
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and ex-
empt from taxation under subsection (a) of
such section.

‘‘(11) CRITICAL PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE.—
The term ‘critical public infrastructure’
means a utility or transportation system (in-
cluding a bridge, energy system, water or
sewer system, or communication system)
that is—

‘‘(A) owned by an entity; and
‘‘(B) critical to the conduct of the disaster

response activities of the entity.’’.
(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section

12(a) of the Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7706(a)) is amended by
inserting ‘‘(as in effect on September 30,
1997)’’ after ‘‘6 of this Act’’ each place it ap-
pears.
SEC. 9. ADVANCED NATIONAL SEISMIC RE-

SEARCH AND MONITORING SYSTEM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Earthquake Hazards

Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating section 12 as section
13; and

(2) by inserting after section 11 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 12. ADVANCED NATIONAL SEISMIC RE-

SEARCH AND MONITORING SYSTEM.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the

United States Geological Survey shall estab-
lish and operate an advanced national seis-
mic research and monitoring system (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘system’).

‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the system
shall be to organize, modernize, standardize,
and stabilize the national, regional, and
urban seismic monitoring systems in the
United States, including sensors, recorders,
and data analysis centers, and meld the mon-
itoring systems into a coordinated system
that will measure and record the full range
of frequencies and amplitudes exhibited by
seismic waves, in order to enhance earth-
quake research and warning capabilities.

‘‘(c) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days

after the date of enactment of the Earth-
quake Loss Reduction Act of 2001, the Direc-
tor of the United States Geological Survey
shall submit to Congress a 5-year manage-
ment plan for establishing and operating the
system.

‘‘(2) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—The plan shall
include—

‘‘(A) annual cost estimates for—
‘‘(i) milestones, standards, and perform-

ance goals for modernization of the seismic
monitoring systems referred to in subsection
(b); and

‘‘(ii) milestones, standards, and perform-
ance goals for operation of the system; and

‘‘(B) plans for securing the participation of
all existing networks in the system and for
establishing new, or enhancing existing,
partnerships to leverage resources.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—In addition to

amounts made available under section 13(b),
there are authorized to be appropriated to
establish the system—

‘‘(A) $33,500,000 for fiscal year 2002;
‘‘(B) $33,700,000 for fiscal year 2003;
‘‘(C) $35,100,000 for fiscal year 2004;
‘‘(D) $35,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; and
‘‘(E) $33,500,000 for fiscal year 2006.
‘‘(2) OPERATION.—In addition to amounts

made available under section 13(b), there are
authorized to be appropriated to operate the
system—

‘‘(A) $4,500,000 for fiscal year 2002; and

‘‘(B) $10,300,000 for fiscal year 2003.’’.
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 2 of

Public Law 105–47 (42 U.S.C. 7704 note) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(7), by striking ‘‘section
12(b) of the Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7706(b))’’ and inserting
‘‘section 13(b) of the Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Act of 1977’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘section
12(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 7706(c))’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 13(c) of that Act’’.

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and
Mr. CAMPBELL):

S. 425. A bill to establish the Rocky
Flats National Wildlife Refuge in the
State of Colorado, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation, along
with my good friend and Colorado col-
league, Senator BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMP-
BELL, to permanently designate Rocky
Flats as a National Wildlife Refuge fol-
lowing the cleanup and closure of the
site.

This legislation is the beginning of a
new chapter in the history of Rocky
Flats. The Rocky Flats National Wild-
life Refuge Act is the product of more
than a year’s worth of work by citi-
zens, community leaders, and local
elected officials. Its passage will ensure
our children and grandchildren will
continue to enjoy the wildlife and open
space that currently exists at Rocky
Flats.

To that end, I have worked in a bi-
partisan manner with my Colorado col-
league from the other body, Congress-
man MARK UDALL, to produce the
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Act of 2001. This bill was originally in-
troduced in November of 2000, and with
a few refinements, is being reintro-
duced today in both the Senate and
House. Also, this bill could not be pos-
sible without the hard work and dedi-
cation of the local governments and
the Rocky Flats stakeholders.

My vested interest in Rocky Flats
began during the 1980’s when I was the
Chairman of the State Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Environment, Wel-
fare and Institutions. Although I sup-
ported the national security mission of
the Rocky Flats site prior to closure, I
believe that the Department of Energy
must also ensure the safety and health
of all Coloradans and the environment.
When the Rocky Flats site was shut
down in 1990, cleaning up and closing of
the site became one of my top legisla-
tive priorities and will remain so until
this project is complete.

In 1999, I became the Strategic Sub-
committee Chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, which has
direct oversight of former DoE weapons
facilities including Rocky Flats. This
is the first site in the DoE complex to
receive funding for cleanup and clo-
sure, and will therefore be a role model
for other sites in the complex. As
Chairman of the Subcommittee, I will
continue to work closely with my col-
leagues to educate them on the impor-
tance of cleaning up and closing down

Rocky Flats so it can be utilized as a
National Wildlife Refuge. This edu-
cation extends beyond the cleanup and
closure of Rocky Flats to the impor-
tance of cleaning up and closing of all
the former DoE weapons sites and how
all closure sites in the DoE complex
are closely tied together. That is why
it is important for everyone in Con-
gress with a closure site to work to-
gether in a non-partisan manner for
the good of the country. We also need
to work close with our new Secretary
of Energy, Spencer Abraham, to ensure
that cleanup and closure remain a pri-
ority for DoE.

As a brief summary of the bill, I
would like to bring to your attention a
few of the following high points of the
bill:

To begin, Rocky Flats will remain in
permanent federal ownership through a
transfer from the Department of En-
ergy to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice after the cleanup and closure of the
site is complete.

The historic Lindsay Ranch will be
preserved for future generations.

There will be no annexation of land
to any local government, nor any con-
struction of through roads. The only
roads that may be constructed on the
site would be by the Fish and Wildlife
Service for the management of the ref-
uge.

The Secretary of Energy and the Sec-
retary of the Interior are authorized to
grant a transportation right-of-way on
the eastern boundary of the site for
transportation improvements along In-
diana Street. Please note, however,
that we are aware of the continued
evaluation of this issue and want this
section of the bill to be consistent with
the needs of the local governments.

The Department of Energy and the
Fish and Wildlife Service are to enter
into a Memorandum of Understanding
addressing administrative responsibil-
ities prior to the transfer of the site
not later than 1 year after the enact-
ment of this Act.

The Department of Energy will not
transfer any property to the Fish and
Wildlife Service that must be retained
for future onsite monitoring or that
must be retained for protection of
human health and safety. This legisla-
tion also clarifies that in the event of
future cleanup activities, this action
will take priority over wildlife man-
agement.

One of the most important directives
in this Act and it states that ‘‘nothing
in this Act shall be construed to affect
the degree of cleanup at the Rocky
Flats site required under the Rocky
Flats Cleanup Agreement or any Fed-
eral or State law.’’ I believe it is im-
portant to reiterate that this bill
should not be used as a mechanism to
drive the level of cleanup. As with any
cleanup, the future land use is always
considered in setting cleanup levels,
but other important factors will play
into any decision. For instance, the
protection of surface water coming off
the site, the desire to minimize long-
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term operation and monitoring costs,
and the State of Colorado’s rules for
decommissioning nuclear sites which
say licensees should reduce potential
radiation dose levels as low as reason-
ably achievable.

Once the site is transferred to the
Fish and Wildlife Service, the refuge
will be managed in accordance with the
National Wildlife Refuge System Act
to preserve wildlife, enhance wildlife
habitat, conserve threatened and en-
dangered species, provide education op-
portunities and scientific research, as
well as wildlife compatible recreation.

The Fish and Wildlife Service are to
convene a public process to include
input on the management of the site.

I firmly believe that access rights
and property rights must be preserved.
Therefore, this legislation recognizes
and preserves all mineral rights, water
rights and utility rights-of-way. This
Act does, however, provide the Sec-
retary of Energy and the Secretary of
Interior the authority to impose rea-
sonable conditions on the access to pri-
vate property rights for cleanup and
refuge management purposes.

With regard to mineral rights, the
Secretary of Energy is required to seek
to purchase mineral rights from willing
sellers.

As a tribute to the Cold War and the
dedicated Rocky Flats workers both
prior to and after the site closure, the
bill authorizes the establishment of a
Rocky Flats museum to commemorate
the site requiring that the creation of
the museum shall be studied, and a re-
port shall be submitted to Congress
within three years following the enact-
ment of this act.

Finally, this bill directs the Depart-
ment of Energy and the Fish and Wild-
life Service to inform Congress on the
costs associated with the implementa-
tion of this Act.

Lastly, I want to thank Representa-
tive MARK UDALL for the bi-partisan
manner in which he and his staff
worked with me and my office. Rocky
Flats, like all other cleanup sites, is
bigger than partisan politics and this
effort proves it. I would also like to
specifically thank the Department of
Energy for taking the expedited clean-
up plan and making it work within
their budgetary guidelines; Kaiser-Hill
for making the impossible, possible;
and, I would like to say a great big
thanks to all of the workers at Rocky
Flats whose skill and dedication have
made the reality of cleanup possible.
Without the workers, even the best laid
plans would be for naught.

Once cleanup and closure is accom-
plished in 2006, I look forward to re-
turning to Rocky Flats for the dedica-
tion of the new Rocky Flats National
Wildlife Refuge.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself,
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. CORZINE, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. DODD, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, and Mr.
SCHUMER):

S. 426. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide an in-
come tax credit to holders of bonds fi-
nancing new communications tech-
nologies, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. CORZINE, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. DODD, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. SCHU-
MER):

S. 427. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the
work opportunity tax credit for small
business jobs creation; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself,
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. DAYTON, Mr.
DODD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. SCHU-
MER):

S. 428. A bill to provide grants and
other incentives to promote new com-
munications technologies, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself,
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CORZINE, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. DODD, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, and Mr.
SCHUMER):

S. 429. A bill to expand the Manufac-
turing Extension Program to bring the
new economy to small and medium-
sized businesses; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself,
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. CORZINE, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. DODD, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, and Mr.
SCHUMER):

S. 430. A bill to provide incentives to
promote broadband telecommuni-
cations services in rural America, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. DAYTON, Mr.
DODD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. SCHU-
MER):

S. 431. A bill to establish regional
skills alliances, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
Bingaman, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. DAYTON, Mr.
DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. SCHU-
MER):

S. 432. A bill to provide for business
incubator activities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about bringing develop-
ment and good jobs to upstate New
York and other regions of our country
that have not fully participated in our
nation’s economic growth.

As I travel across the state and listen
to the struggles of small business own-
ers and workers, I’m often reminded of
my father, who ran a small business
and worked hard every day to provide
for our family. I think about people
like him who live in Plattsburgh and
Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, Bing-
hamton, Oneonta and every town and
village in between. Most importantly, I
think that—with the right ideas and a
lot of hard work—we can create oppor-
tunities that will revitalize New York’s
upstate economy, as well as in places
like these all across our country.

Now as we all know, a historic shift
has taken place in our economy and, to
succeed in the twenty first century
new economy, businesses have to be in-
novative, creative and flexible. Work-
ers have to have better education and
training; and community leaders have
to bring all sectors of our communities
together to make their hometowns
more hospitable to high tech indus-
tries.

Many parts of upstate New York have
not been able to fully enjoy the fruits
of the new knowledge based economy.
Too many of our finest young people
leave the state for better jobs else-
where. Two summers ago, I talked to
an upstate New York professor who
told me what he thought was the big-
gest barrier to economic progress in
the region: poor internet access. He
pointed out that just as canals and
railroad lines had made upstate, west-
ern and central New York the hub of
the industrial economy in the 19th and
20th centuries, the region’s shortage of
high speed internet lines would hold us
back in the 21st Century.

Studies have shown, for example,
that New York lags behind many states
when it comes to the internet connec-
tions that are essential to commerce
and communications in this new econ-
omy. But with leadership, and through
partnerships, we can meet these chal-
lenges. All of us who care about the
towns and villages in upstate New
York and across our country have an
obligation to help. That is why I am
very proud today to introduce a pack-
age of legislation that is designed to
bring new jobs to New York and to
America.

This legislation is the result of a lot
of conversations, and listening, and
hard work by many people. These seven
bills will help bring all of New York on-
line and into the new economy by pro-
moting entrepreneurship and innova-
tion, and by knocking down some of
the stubborn barriers to economic
progress.
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Just in the past three weeks, I have

been in Rochester, and Rome and Wa-
tertown—Buffalo, and Niagara Falls
meeting with business and labor lead-
ers, academic, religious and civic lead-
ers as well as citizens from all walks of
life. I’ve also been meeting and talking
with many of my Republican and
Democratic colleagues here in the Con-
gress—talking about the budget, and
talking about the economies of New
York and the rest of our nation.

I have found that this legislation I
propose today reflects the views and
values, not only of many New Yorkers,
but also a number of my colleagues
here in the Senate. We agree that we
have to clear away some of the major
obstacles to economic growth and that
we must invest in the skills of our
country’s greatest resources—our peo-
ple.

After all, upstate New York is the re-
gion where America’s innovators, busi-
nesses and workers spun Thomas
Edison’s first light bulb, made cameras
widely available to all Americans, cre-
ated the nation’s first business incu-
bator and the pacemaker. Now, with a
proud place in the economic history of
our country, upstate New York de-
serves its place in the economic future
as well. My legislation is designed to
help bring all of New York to the fore-
front of the 21st century economy.

Specifically, I propose the creation of
new technology bonds. Using federal
tax credits, states and local govern-
ments will be able to issue such bonds
to help local governments invest in the
high-speed data lines they need to at-
tract cutting edge businesses.

I propose creating new incentives to
link industrial parks and small busi-
ness incubators to the Internet—and to
bring access to high-speed internet
connections called broadband. Too
many families and businesses still have
to dial long distance to get on the
Internet. That’s why my plan also in-
cludes a $100 million initiative to help
businesses bring broadband to rural
and underserved communities.

I also support research into the next
generation of broadband technologies
that could make access to the Internet
even more cost-effective. We have to
help small businesses make the most of
the new technologies to maximize prof-
its and productivity. Too many firms
still do not know where to begin when
it comes to bringing their businesses
online. Large businesses, we know, can
spend millions on high-priced consult-
ants to find out which computer and
software systems to buy so they can
best use the new technologies. But
small, and even medium size busi-
nesses, just can’t afford to do that.

So, as part of my package of incen-
tives, I am introducing what I call a
Technology Extension Program to help
small and medium business owners.
For years, the federal government has
provided farmers advice and expertise
through the Cooperative Extension sys-
tem. More recently, the Department of
Commerce has successfully helped

small manufacturers with new tech-
nologies through the Manufacturing
Extension Program. I think we can
build on the successes of these pro-
grams and help small and medium busi-
ness owners in the same way, creating
partnerships with universities and
community colleges to transform their
innovations into jobs for more and
more people.

New York is also a state blessed with
some of the finest colleges and re-
search institutions in the world. Yet,
we haven’t been able to transform a lot
of those discoveries into commercial
ventures near where they have been
made. That’s why my plan increases
support for business incubators that
can cut the time it takes for a break-
through on the laboratory bench to
make it to the factory and sales floor.

Of course one of the most important
parts of this legislation focuses on in-
vesting in the skills of our people. We
can create all the high tech jobs we
need from, you know, Plattsburg to
Reno—but if they don’t have people to
fill them it’s not going to mean any-
thing, as I know that the President un-
derstands. That’s why I’ll fight to in-
crease America’s investment in the Re-
gional Skills Alliances that bring busi-
nesses, universities, and community
colleges together to make sure workers
have the training they need in the
modern workplace.

I know that we have to support and
encourage small businesses to bring
jobs to places like upstate New York.
My legislation will create a new Small
Business Jobs Tax Credit to allow
small firms in underserved commu-
nities across the country eligible be-
cause of population loss and low job
growth—to claim a $3,000 tax credit for
every employee they hire.

Mr. President, during my campaign I
promised that my first legislation
would focus on promoting economic
growth in upstate New York. That is
why I am particularly pleased to be
here in fulfillment of that pledge.

But I see my plan as a part of a larg-
er partnership to spur job creation
across our country, where good people
and their communities are in need of
help. According to the latest Labor De-
partment statistics New York, for ex-
ample, as a whole enjoyed a 2.3 percent
job growth rate last year. But upstate
New York’s job growth rate was about
half of that at 1.2% and below the na-
tional average of 2.1 percent. Now be-
hind those numbers are the lives and
livelihoods of millions of people, and it
is for those people that this legislation
is being introduced. No parent should
have to see a child leave his or her
hometown simply because a good job
can’t be found.

My co-sponsors and I know that the
fight for new jobs for New York and
America is a long and difficult one. We
do not expect everything in this plan
to pass in one year alone, or even in
the exact form in which it is intro-
duced. And standing alone, no single
plan or Senator will be able to get the

job done. But my colleagues and I un-
derstand we need a long-term partner-
ship among people in government at all
levels and with the private sector, busi-
ness, labor, schools universities and
others.

That is why I also support S. 41 intro-
duced by Senators HATCH and BAUCUS,
and supported by many Democrats and
Republicans to make the research and
development tax credit permanent and
to promote entrepreneurship and inno-
vation. It’s why I think we have to con-
tinue to tackle other stubborn barriers
to economic growth like high utilities
costs, high taxes and inadequate trans-
portation and poor infrastructure. And
of course, I can’t talk about upstate
New York without mentioning the
spectacular geography and cultural
heritage that is not only a source of
pride, but also as a valuable economic
resource.

Mr. President, I would like to thank
my colleagues, representing both par-
ties, who have come together to join
and sponsor one or more of my bills
today. I look forward to talking to
more members of this chamber and the
other body in the days and weeks
ahead. I believe if we take good ideas
and through hard work make them
real, we can revitalize New York’s up-
state economy and also give hope to
the hardworking, deserving families of
communities across our country. No
one should have to leave their home-
town, their families, and their roots to
find a good job in America.

I ask unanimous consent that text of
the bills, the summary of the bills, and
articles relevant to the bills be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 426

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Technology
Bond Initiative of 2001’’.
SEC. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) Access to high-speed Internet is as im-

portant to 21st Century businesses as access
to the railroads and interstate highways was
to businesses of the last century.

(2) Up to one-third of the United States
population lacks access to high-speed Inter-
net.

(3) Companies without access to high-speed
Internet are unable to meet their market po-
tential, just as a community cannot prosper
if it doesn’t have high quality roads and
bridges.

(4) Technology bonds would provide incen-
tives to State and local governments to part-
ner with the private sector to expand
broadband deployment in their communities,
especially underserved urban and rural
areas.
SEC. 2. CREDIT TO HOLDERS OF QUALIFIED

TECHNOLOGY BONDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part IV of subchapter A

of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to credits against tax) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subpart:
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‘‘Subpart H—Nonrefundable Credit for
Holders of Qualified Technology Bonds

‘‘Sec. 54. Credit to holders of qualified tech-
nology bonds.

‘‘SEC. 54. CREDIT TO HOLDERS OF QUALIFIED
TECHNOLOGY BONDS

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of
a taxpayer who holds a qualified technology
bond on a credit allowance date of such bond
which occurs during the taxable year, there
shall be allowed as a credit against the tax
imposed by this chapter for such taxable
year the amount determined under sub-
section (b).

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the credit

determined under this subsection with re-
spect to any qualified technology bond is the
amount equal to the product of—

‘‘(A) the credit rate determined by the Sec-
retary under paragraph (2) for the month in
which such bond was issued, multiplied by

‘‘(B) the face amount of the bond held by
the taxpayer on the credit allowance date.

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION.—During each cal-
endar month, the Secretary shall determine
a credit rate which shall apply to bonds
issued during the following calendar month.
The credit rate for any month is the percent-
age which the Secretary estimates will per-
mit the issuance of qualified technology
bonds without discount and without interest
cost to the issuer.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF
TAX.—The credit allowed under subsection
(a) for any taxable year shall not exceed the
excess of—

‘‘(1) the sum of the regular tax liability (as
defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax imposed
by section 55, over

‘‘(2) the sum of the credits allowable under
this part (other than this subpart and sub-
part C).

‘‘(d) QUALIFIED TECHNOLOGY BOND.—For
purposes of this part—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified tech-
nology bond’ means any bond issued as part
of an issue if—

‘‘(A) 95 percent or more of the proceeds of
such issue are to be used for any or a series
of qualified projects,

‘‘(B) the bond is issued by a State or local
government within the jurisdiction of which
such project is located.

‘‘(C) the issuer designates such bond for
purposes of this section.

‘‘(D) certifies that it has obtained the writ-
ten approval of the Secretary of Commerce
for such project, and

‘‘(E) the term of each bond which is part of
such issue does not exceed 15 years.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED PROJECT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified

project’ means a project—
‘‘(i) to expand broadband telecommuni-

cations services in an area within the juris-
diction of a State or local government,

‘‘(ii) which is nominated by such State or
local government for designation as a quali-
fied project, and

‘‘(iii) which the Secretary of Commerce,
after consultation with the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development designates
as a qualified project or a series of qualified
projects.

‘‘(B) DESIGNATION PREFERENCES.—With re-
spect to designations under this section,
preferences shall be given to—

‘‘(i) nominations of projects involving un-
derserved urban or rural areas lacking access
to high-speed Internet connections, and

‘‘(ii) nominations reflecting partnerships
and comprehensive planning between State
and local governments and the private sec-
tor.

‘‘(e) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF BONDS DES-
IGNATED.—

‘‘(1) NATIONAL LIMITATION.—There is a na-
tional technology bond limitation for each
calendar year. Such limitation is $100,000,000
for 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006, and, except
as provided in paragraph (4), zero thereafter.

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION OF LIMITATION.—The na-
tional technology bond limitation for a cal-
endar year shall be allocated by the Sec-
retary among the qualified projects des-
ignated for such year.

‘‘(3) DESIGNATION SUBJECT TO LIMITATION
AMOUNT.—The maximum aggregate face
amount of bonds issued during any calendar
year which may be designated under sub-
section (d)(1) with respect to any qualified
project shall not exceed the limitation
amount allocated to such project under para-
graph (2) for such calendar year.

‘‘(4) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If
for any calendar year—

‘‘(A) the national technology limitation
amount, exceeds

‘‘(B) the amount of bonds issued during
such year which are designated under sub-
section (d)(1) with respect to qualified
projects, the national technology limitation
amount for the following calendar year shall
be increased by the amount of such excess.

‘‘(f) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
this subpart—

‘‘(1) BOND.—The term ‘bond’ includes any
obligation.

‘‘(2) CREDIT ALLOWANCE DATE.—The term
‘credit allowance date’ means, with respect
to any issue, the last day of the 1-year period
beginning on the date of issuance of such
issue and the last day of each successive 1-
year period thereafter.

‘‘(3) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means the
several States and the District of Columbia.

‘‘(g) CREDIT INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME.—
Gross income includes the amount of the
credit allowed to the taxpayer under this
section (determined without regard to sub-
section (c)) and the amount so included shall
be treated as interest income.

‘‘(h) OTHER SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) PARATNERHSIP; S CORPORATION; AND

OTHER PASS-THRU ENTITIES.—Under regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary, in the case
of a partnership, trust, S corporation, or
other pass-thru entity, rules similar to the
rules of section 41(g) shall apply with respect
to the credit allowable under subsection (a).

‘‘(2) BONDS HELD BY REGULATED INVESTMENT
COMPANIES.—If any qualified technology
bond is held by a regulated investment com-
pany, the credit determined under subsection
(a) shall be allowed to shareholders of such
company under procedures prescribed by the
Secretary.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT FOR ESTIMATED TAX PUR-
POSES.—Solely for purposes of sections 6654
and 6655, the credit allowed by this section
to a taxpayer by reason of holding a quali-
fied technology bond on a credit allowance
date shall be treated as if it were a payment
of estimated tax made by the taxpayer on
such date.

‘‘(4) REPORTING.—Issuers of qualified tech-
nology bonds shall submit reports similar to
the reports required under section 149(e).’’.

(b) REPORTING.—Subsection (d) of section
6049 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to returns regarding payments of in-
terest) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) REPORTING OF CREDIT ON QUALIFIED
TECHNOLOGY BONDS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a), the term ‘interest’ includes
amounts includible in gross income under
section 54(g) and such amounts shall be
treated as paid on the credit allowance date
(as defined in section 54(f)(2)).

‘‘(B) REPORTING TO CORPORATIONS, ETC.—
Except as otherwise provided in regulations,
in the case of any interest described in sub-

paragraph (A) of this paragraph, subsection
(b)(4) of this section shall be applied without
regard to subparagraphs (A), (H), (I), (J), (K),
and (L)(i).

‘‘(C) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—the Sec-
retary may prescribe such regulations as are
necessary or appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this paragraph, including regula-
tions which require more frequent or more
detailed reporting.’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of subparts for part IV of sub-

chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at
the end the following new item:
‘‘Subpart H. Nonrefundable Credit for Hold-

ers of Qualified Technology
Bonds.’’

(2) Section 6401(b)(1) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘and G’’ and inserting ‘‘G, and
H’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—the amendments
made by this section shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after December 31, 2001.

S. 427
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi-
ness Jobs Tax Credit Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) In many parts of the United States, seg-

ments of large cities, smaller cities, and
rural areas are experiencing population loss
and low job growth that hurt the sur-
rounding communities.

(2) In areas hurt by low job growth, people
are forced to leave the communities they
have lived in their whole life to secure a job.

(3) A small business tax credit to promote
jobs in areas suffering from low job growth
and population loss would spur economic
growth and would provide incentives for
businesses to take advantage of an often un-
derutilized, well-educated workforce.

(4) By promoting economic growth, such a
tax credit would revitalize these areas that
are less likely to receive other Federal in-
vestments.
SEC. 3. EXPANSION OF WORK OPPORTUNITY TAX

CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 51(d)(1) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
members of targeted groups) is amended by
striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph (G),
by striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (H) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(I) a qualified small business employee.’’.
(b) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS EM-

PLOYEE.—Section 51(d) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by redesig-
nating paragraphs (10) through (12) as para-
graphs (11) through (13), respectively, and by
inserting after paragraph (9) the following:

‘‘(10) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS EM-
PLOYEE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
small business employee’ means any indi-
vidual—

‘‘(i) hired by a qualified small business lo-
cated in a development zone, or

‘‘(ii) hired by a qualified small business
and who is certified by the designated local
agency as residing in such a development
zone.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS.—The term
‘qualified small business’ has the meaning
given the term ‘small employer’ by section
4980D(d)(2).

‘‘(C) DEVELOPMENT ZONE.—For purposes of
this section—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘development
zone’ means any area—
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‘‘(I) which is nominated under the proce-

dures defined in sections 1400E(a)(1)(A) and
1400E(a)(4) for renewal communities;

‘‘(II) which the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development designates as a develop-
ment zone, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of Commerce;

‘‘(III) which has a population of not less
than 5,000 and not more than 150,000;

‘‘(IV) which has a poverty rate not less
than 20 percent (within the meaning of sec-
tion 1400E(c)(3)(C));

‘‘(V) which has an average annual rate of
job growth of less than 2 percent during any
3 years of the preceding 5-year period; and

‘‘(VI) which, during the period beginning
January 1, 1990 and ending with the date of
the enactment of this Act, has a net out-mi-
gration of inhabitants, or other population
loss, from the area of at least 2 percent of
the population of the area during such pe-
riod.

‘‘(ii) NUMBER OF DESIGNATIONS.—The Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
may not designate more than 100 develop-
ment zones.

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULES FOR DETERMINING
AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—For purposes of applying
this subpart to wages paid or incurred to any
qualified small business employee—

‘‘(i) subsection (a) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘‘20 percent of the qualified first,
second, third, fourth, or fifth year wages’’ for
‘‘40 percent of the qualified first year
wages’’, and

‘‘(ii) in lieu of paragraphs (2) and (3) of sub-
section (b), the following definitions and spe-
cial rule shall apply:

‘‘(I) QUALIFIED FIRST-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified first-year wages’ means, with
respect to any individual, qualified wages at-
tributable to service rendered during the 1-
year period beginning with the day the indi-
vidual begins work for the employer.

‘‘(II) QUALIFIED SECOND-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified second-year wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning on the day
after the last day of the 1-year period with
respect to such individual determined under
subclause (I).

‘‘(III) QUALIFIED THIRD-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified third-year wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning on the day
after the last day of the 1-year period with
respect to such individual determined under
subclause (II).

‘‘(IV) QUALIFIED FOURTH-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified fourth-year wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning on the day
after the last day of the 1-year period with
respect to such individual determined under
subclause (III).

‘‘(V) QUALIFIED FIFTH-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified fifth-year wages’ means, with
respect to any individual, qualified wages at-
tributable to service rendered during the 1-
year period beginning on the day after the
last day of the 1-year period with respect to
such individual determined under subclause
(IV).

‘‘(VI) ONLY FIRST $15,000 OF WAGES PER YEAR
TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—The amount of the
qualified first, second, third, fourth, and
fifth year wages which may be taken into ac-
count with respect to any individual shall
not exceed $15,000 per year.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

S. 428
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Broadband
Expansion Grant Initiative of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) Investing in a telecommunications in-

frastructure for underserved rural commu-
nities will increase the potential for long-
term economic growth in those areas.

(2) Currently, too many families have to
make long distance calls to connect to the
Internet, and the deployment of broadband
networks would make sure that connection
to the Internet is more cost-effective and
only a local call away.

(3) Small businesses would benefit from ac-
cess to high-speed Internet links that would
allow them to compete on national and
international levels.

(4) Broadband deployment grants and loan
guarantees would encourage private-sector
investment in infrastructure advances.
SEC. 3. FACILITATION OF DEPLOYMENT OF

BROADBAND TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS CAPABILITIES TO UNDER-
SERVED RURAL AREAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to facilitate the
deployment by the private sector of
broadband telecommunications networks
and capabilities (including wireless and sat-
ellite networks and capabilities) to under-
served rural areas, the Secretary of Com-
merce (in this section, referred to as the
‘‘Secretary’’) may—

(1) make grants to eligible recipients for
that purpose;

(2) guarantee loans, either whole or in
part, of eligible recipients the proceeds of
which are to be used for that purpose; or

(3) carry out activities under both para-
graphs (1) and (2).

(b) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—For purposes of
this section, an eligible recipient of a grant
or loan guarantee under subsection (a) is any
person or entity selected by the Secretary in
accordance with such procedures as the Sec-
retary shall establish.

(c) UNDERSERVED RURAL AREAS.—The Sec-
retary shall identify the areas that con-
stitute underserved rural areas for purposes
of this section.

(d) EMPHASIS ON PARTICULAR CAPABILI-
TIES.—In selecting a person or entity as an
eligible recipient of a grant or loan guar-
antee under subsection (a), the Secretary
shall give particular emphasis to persons or
entities that propose to use the grant or the
proceeds of the loan guaranteed, as the case
may be, to leverage non-Federal resources to
do one or more of the following:

(1) Provide underserved rural areas with
access to Internet service by local telephone.

(2) Demonstrate new models or emerging
technologies to bring broadband tele-
communications services to underserved
rural areas on a cost-effective basis.

(3) Use broadband telecommunications
services to stimulate economic development,
such as providing connections between and
among industrial parks located in such areas
and providing high-speed telecommuni-
cations service links to small business incu-
bators.

(e) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary may
consult with the Federal Communications
Commission in carrying out activities under
this section.

(f) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT.—The amount of
any grants made under this section, and the
cost (as defined in section 502(5) of the Fed-
eral Credit Reform Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C.
661a(5)) of any loans guaranteed under this
section, may not, in the aggregate, exceed
$100,000,000.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for
the Department of Commerce for purposes of
grants and loan guarantees under this sec-
tion $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and such
sums as are necessary for each fiscal year
thereafter.

S. 429
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Technology
Extension Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) The Federal Government developed the

Agriculture Extension Program, and more
recently, the Manufacturing Extension Pro-
gram to help farmers and small manufactur-
ers gain access to the latest technologies.
Today’s small and medium-sized businesses
need a technology extension program that
provides access to cutting edge technology.

(2) There is a need to create partnerships
to cut the time it takes for new develop-
ments in university laboratories to reach the
manufacturing floor, to help small and me-
dium-sized businesses transform their inno-
vations into jobs.

(3) There is a need to build upon the Manu-
facturing Extension Program to encourage
the adoption of advanced technology.
SEC. 3. TECHNOLOGY EXTENSION PROGRAM.

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec-
tion—

(1) to encourage meaningful use of the
most advanced available technologies by
small businesses and medium-sized busi-
nesses to the maximum extent possible to
improve the productivity of those businesses
and thereby to promote economic growth;
and

(2) to promote regional partnerships be-
tween educational institutions and busi-
nesses to develop such technologies and
products in the surrounding areas.

(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—To achieve the pur-
pose of this section, the Secretary of Com-
merce (in this section, referred to as the
‘‘Secretary’’) shall carry out a program to
provide, through grants, financial assistance
for the establishment and support of regional
centers for the commercial use of advanced
technologies by small businesses and me-
dium-sized businesses.

(c) ELIGIBILITY.—An entity is eligible to re-
ceive a grant as a regional center under this
section if the entity—

(1) is affiliated with a United States-based
institution or organization that is operated
on a not-for-profit basis, or any combination
of two or more of such institutions or orga-
nizations;

(2) offers to enter into an agreement with
the Secretary to function as a regional cen-
ter for the commercial use of advanced tech-
nologies for the purpose of this section with-
in a region determined appropriate by the
Secretary; and

(3) demonstrates that it has the capabili-
ties necessary to achieve the purpose of this
section through its operations as a center
within that region.

(d) SELECTION OF APPLICANTS.—
(1) COMPETITIVE PROCESS.—The Secretary

shall use a competitive process for the
awarding of grants under this section and,
under that process, select recipients of the
grants on the basis of merit, with priority
given to underserved areas.

(2) APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS.—The Sec-
retary shall prescribe the form and content
of applications required for grants under this
section.

(e) SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES OF REGIONAL CEN-
TERS.—A regional center may use the pro-
ceeds of a grant under this section for any
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activity that carries out the purpose of this
section, including such activities as the fol-
lowing:

(1) Assist small businesses and medium-
sized businesses to address their most crit-
ical needs for the application of the latest
technology, improvement of infrastructure,
and use of best business practices.

(2) In conjunction with institutions of
higher education and laboratories located in
the region, transfer technologies to small
businesses and medium-sized businesses lo-
cated in such region to create jobs and in-
crease production in surrounding areas.

(f) ADDITION ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORI-
TIES.—

(1) COST-SHARING.—The Secretary may re-
quire the recipient of a grant to defray, out
of funds available from sources other than
the Federal Government, a specific level of
the operating expenses of the regional center
for which the grant is made.

(2) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary, in awarding a grant, may im-
pose any other terms and conditions for the
use of the proceeds of the grant that the Sec-
retary determines appropriate for carrying
out the purpose of this section and to protect
the interests of the United States.

(g) DEFINITIONS OF SMALL BUSINESS AND
MEDIUM-SIZED BUSINESS.—

(1) SECRETARY TO PRESCRIBE.—The Sec-
retary shall prescribe the definitions of the
terms ‘‘small business’’ and ‘‘medium-sized
business’’ for the purpose of this section.

(2) SMALL BUSINESS STANDARDS.—In defin-
ing the term ‘‘small business’’, the Secretary
shall apply the standards applicable for the
definition of the term ‘‘small-business con-
cern’’ under section 3 of the Small Business
Act (15 U.S.C. 632).

(h) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pre-
scribe regulations for the grant program ad-
ministered under this section.

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for
the Department of Commerce for carrying
out this section $125,000,000 for fiscal year
2002, and such sums as are necessary for each
fiscal year thereafter.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Broadband
Rural Research Investment Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress find the following:
(1) The availability of broadband tele-

communications services in rural America is
critical to economic development, job cre-
ation, and new services such as distance
learning and telemedicine.

(2) Existing broadband technology cannot
be deployed in many rural areas, either be-
cause of technical limitations, or the cost of
deployment relative to the available market.

(3) Research in new broadband technology
that addresses these barriers could increase
the availability of broadband telecommuni-
cations services in rural areas.
SEC. 3. RESEARCH ON ENHANCEMENT OF

BROADBAND TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS SERVICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation (in this section,
referred to as the ‘‘Director’’) shall carry out
research on the following:

(1) Means of enhancing or facilitating the
availability of broadband telecommuni-
cations services in rural areas and other re-
mote areas.

(2) Means of facilitating or enhancing ac-
cess to the Internet through broadband tele-
communications services.

(b) SCOPE OF AUTHORITY.—The Director
may carry out research under subsection (a)

within the National Science Foundation or
pursuant to such grants, agreements, or
other arrangements as the Director con-
siders appropriate.

(c) RESULTS OF RESEARCH.—The Director
shall make available to the public, in such
manner as the Director considers appro-
priate, the results of any research carried
out under this section.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for
the National Science Foundation for pur-
poses of activities under this section
$25,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and such sums
as are necessary for each fiscal year there-
after.

S. 431
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Regional
Skills Alliances Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

(1) Many small businesses lack the finan-
cial capacity to support the training of high-
skilled workers.

(2) Many high-tech companies concerned
about worker training consider recruiting
employees from overseas because a shortage
of information technology workers remains a
significant problem.

(3) Too many highly educated workers in
underserved communities do not have the
specialized skills needed to meet the needs of
local businesses.

(4) Regional skills alliances bring busi-
nesses and 4-year colleges and universities
and community colleges together to help de-
velop and implement effective programs to
make sure workers have the training needed
to compete in the modern workplace.
SEC. 3. DEFINITION.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means
the Secretary of Labor.

TITLE I—SKILL GRANTS
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Commerce,
shall award grants to eligible entities de-
scribed in subsection (b) to assist such enti-
ties to improve the job skills necessary for
employment in specific industries.

(b) ELGIBLE ENTITIES DESCRIBED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity de-

scribed in this subsection is a consortium
that—

(A) shall consist of representatives from
not less than 5 businesses, or a lesser number
of businesses if such lesser number of busi-
nesses employs at least 30 percent of the em-
ployees in the industry involved in the re-
gion (or a non-profit organization that rep-
resents such businesses);

(B) may consist of representatives from—
(i) labor organizations;
(ii) State and local government; and
(iii) educational institutions;
(C) is established to serve one or more par-

ticular industries; and
(D) is established to serve a particular geo-

graphic region.
(2) MAJORITY OF REPRESENTATIVES.—A ma-

jority of the representatives described in
paragraph (1)(A).

(c) PRIORITY FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.—In
providing grants under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall give priority to an eligible
entity if a majority of representatives form-
ing the entity represent small-business con-
cerns (as defined in section 3(a) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)).

(d) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANT.—The
amount of a grant awarded to an eligible en-
tity under subsection (a) may not exceed
$1,000,000 for any fiscal year.

SEC. 102. USE OF AMOUNTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not

award a grant under section 101 to an eligible
entity unless such entity agrees to use
amounts received from such grant to im-
prove the job skills necessary for employ-
ment by businesses in the industry with re-
spect to which such entity was established.

(b) CONDUCT OF PROGRAM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro-

gram described in subsection (a), the eligible
entity may provide for—

(A) an assessment of training and job skill
needs for the industry;

(B) the development of a sequence of skill
standards that are benchmarked to advanced
industry practices;

(C) the development of curriculum and
training methods, including, where appro-
priate, e-learning or technology-based train-
ing;

(D) the purchase, lease, or receipt of dona-
tions of training equipment;

(E) the identification of training providers
and the development of partnerships between
the industry and educational institutions,
including community colleges;

(F) the development of apprenticeship pro-
grams;

(G) the development of training programs
for workers, including dislocated workers;

(H) the development of training plans for
businesses; and

(I) the development of the membership of
the entity.

(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—In carrying
out the program described in subsection (a),
the eligible entity shall provide for the de-
velopment and tracking of performance out-
come measures for the program and the
training providers involved in the program.

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The eligible
entity may use not more than 10 percent of
the amount of a grant to pay for administra-
tive costs associated with the program de-
scribed in subsection (a).
SEC. 103. REQUIREMENT OF MATCHING FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not
award a grant under section 101 to an eligible
entity unless such entity agrees that the en-
tity will make available non-Federal con-
tributions toward the costs of carrying out
activities under the grant in an amount that
is not less than $2 for each $1 of Federal
funds provided under the grant, of which—

(1) $1 shall be provided by the businesses
participating in the entity; and

(2) $1 shall be provided by the State or
local government involved.

(b) OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS.—
(1) EQUIPMENT.—Equipment donations to

facilities that are not owned or operated by
the members of the eligible entity involved
and that are shared by such members may be
included in determining compliance with
subsection (a).

(2) LIMITATION.—An eligible entity may not
include in-kind contributions in complying
with the requirement of subsection (a). The
Secretary may consider such donations in
ranking applications.
SEC. 104. LIMIT ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

The Secretary may use not more than 5
percent of the amounts made available to
carry out this title to pay the Federal ad-
ministrative costs associated with awarding
grants under this title.
SEC. 105 AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $50,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004, and such
sums as are necessary for each fiscal year
thereafter.

TITLE II—PLANNING GRANTS
SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Commerce,
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shall award grants to States to enable such
states to assist businesses, organizations,
and agencies described in section 101(b) in
conducting planning to form consortia de-
scribed in such section.

(b) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANT.—The
amount of a grant awarded to a State under
subjection (a) may not exceed $500,000 for
any fiscal year.
SEC. 202. APPLICATION.

The Secretary may not award a grant
under section 201 to a State unless such
State submits to the Secretary an applica-
tion at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may reasonably require.
SEC. 203. REQUIREMENT OF MATCHING FUNDS.

The Secretary may not award a grant
under section 201 to a State unless such
State agrees that it will make available non-
Federal contributions toward the costs of
carrying out activities under this title in an
amount that is not less than $1 for each $1 of
Federal funds provided under the grant.
SEC. 204. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $5,000,000 for fiscal year
2002.

S. 432
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Entrepre-
neurial Incubators Development Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) While small businesses have been an en-

gine of economic growth over the past dec-
ade, they often lack access to the technology
available to larger businesses.

(2) Business incubators have proven an ef-
fective source of economic growth in the
States.

(3) Scientific discoveries need to be quickly
converted into job and community ventures.
SEC. 3. GRANTS FOR SUPPORT OF BUSINESS IN-

CUBATOR ACTIVITIES.
(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec-

tion to encourage entrepreneurial creativity
and risk taking through the support of the
furnishing of business incubator services for
newly established small businesses and me-
dium-sized businesses.

(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—to achieve the pur-
pose of this section, the Secretary of Com-
merce (in this section, referred to as the
‘‘Secretary’’) shall carry out a program to
provide, through grants, financial assistance
for the establishment and support of entities
that provide business incubator services in
support of the initiation and initial
sustainment of business activities by newly
established small businesses and medium-
sized businesses.

(c) AWARDS OF GRANTS.—
(1) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec-

retary shall prescribe the eligibility require-
ments for the awarding of grants under this
section.

(2) COMPETITIVE SELECTION.—The Secretary
shall use a competitive process for the
awarding of grants under this section and,
under that process, select recipients of the
grant son the basis of merit, with priority
given to underserved rural and urban com-
munities.

(3) APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS.—The Sec-
retary shall prescribe the form and content
of applications required for grants under this
section.

(d) ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORI-
TIES.—

(1) COST-SHARING.—The Secretary may re-
quire the recipient of a grant under this sec-

tion to defray a specific level of its operating
expenses for business incubator services out
of funds available from sources other than
the Federal Government.

(2) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary, in awarding a grant, may im-
pose any other terms and conditions for the
use of the proceeds of the grant that the Sec-
retary determines appropriate for carrying
out the purpose of this section and to protect
the interests of the United States, including
the requirement that entities providing busi-
ness incubator services that receive a grant
under this section develop a plan for ulti-
mately becoming self-sufficient.

(e) DEFINITIONS.—
(1) BUSINESS INCUBATOR SERVICES.—In this

section, the term ‘‘business incubator serv-
ices’’ includes professional and technical
services necessary for the initiation and ini-
tial sustainment of operations of a newly es-
tablished business, including such services as
the following:

(A) LEGAL SERVICES.—Legal services, in-
cluding aid in preparing corporate charters,
partnership agreements, and basic contracts.

(B) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY SERVICES.—
Services in support of the protection of intel-
lectual property through patents, trade-
marks, or otherwise.

(C) TECHNOLOGY SERVICES.—Services in
support of the acquisition and use of ad-
vanced technology, including the use of
Internet services and web-based services.

(D) PLANNING.—Advice on—
(i) strategic planning; and
(ii) marketing, including advertising.
(2) SMALL BUSINESS AND MEDIUM-SIZED BUSI-

NESS.—
(A) SECRETARY TO PRESCRIBE.—The Sec-

retary shall prescribe the definitions of the
terms ‘‘small business’’ and ‘‘medium-sized
business’’ for the purpose of this section.

(B) SMALL BUSINESS STANDARDS.—In defin-
ing the term ‘‘small business’’ for the pur-
pose of this section, the Secretary shall
apply the standards applicable for the defini-
tion of the term ‘‘small business concern’’
under section 3 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 632).

(f) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pre-
scribe regulations for the grant program ad-
ministered under this section.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for
the Department of Commerce for carrying
out this section $50,000,000 for fiscal year
2002, and $200,000,000 for each fiscal year
thereafter.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS FOR THE
NEW ECONOMY—SUMMARY

In too many parts of America, many of our
communities are plagued by low job growth
and economic stagnation. These commu-
nities, which historically have been the
backbone of our nation, are deeply concerned
about their economic prospects. This pack-
age of incentives focuses on encouraging new
technology companies to move to places
where they can take advantage of a well-edu-
cated workforce and a higher education in-
frastructure that is often available and un-
derutilized.

Technology Bonds: In order to help states
and local governments invest in tele-
communications infrastructure, this pro-
posal invests $100 million a year in a new
type of tax incentive: Technology Bonds. Lo-
calities would be allowed to use Technology
Bonds to expand high-speed Internet access
in their communities. These bonds would
provide a significant incentive to state and
local governments because they would not
have to pay any interest on them, and, thus,
would make no payments until maturity (15
years in the future). Because the program di-

rects its benefits to communities, it will bet-
ter ensure that higher need communities re-
ceive the benefits.

Small Business Jobs Tax Credit: This tax
credit for small businesses will promote jobs
in smaller communities. This proposal will
provide a tax credit for wages, up to $3,000
per employee, for small businesses that lo-
cate in communities that are losing popu-
lation, have low job growth rates and high
poverty rates. Specifically, this proposal cre-
ates a 20% tax credit for wages of up to
$15,000 per year, which is a value of up to
$3,000 per employee, companies could receive
the credit for up to five years. This initiative
will focus on smaller communities by tar-
geting communities with a population over
5,000. The program would designate roughly
100 communities and could subsidize roughly
8,000 jobs for each area.

Broadband Expansion Grant Initiative of
2001: This proposal complements Tech Bonds
by creating a $100 million initiative to accel-
erate private-sector deployment of
broadband networks in under-served rural
communities. Right now many families have
to make long distances calls to connect to
Internet. This initiative will support $100
million in grants and loan guarantees to en-
sure the Internet is more cost-effective and
only a local call away. It will connect indus-
trial parks and small business incubators
with high-speed links; and encourage trials
of innovative deployment of broadband net-
works to provide cost-effective access to
rural areas.

Technology Extension Act of 2001: During the
early part of this century, the Federal gov-
ernment helped farmers gain access to new
agricultural technologies through the Agri-
culture Extension Program at the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. More recently, the De-
partment of Commerce has successfully
helped small manufacturers with new tech-
nologies through its Manufacturing Exten-
sion Program. Now it is time to provide
small and medium-sized businesses with a
technology extension program that provides
the latest technology to improve produc-
tivity and promote economic growth. This
initiative will build upon the Manufacturing
Extension Program to address critical needs
in areas such as technology applications, in-
frastructure upgrades and business practices,
insurance and other forms. It would also
work with universities and laboratories to
transfer technologies to small and medium-
sized businesses that will help them move
products to markets faster. This program
would be funded at $25 million the first year,
growing to $125 million in fiscal year 2002.

Broadband Rural Research Investment Act of
2001: This proposal targets $25 million in
funding for research to ensure the avail-
ability of broadband in rural areas. This pro-
posal supports additional investments at the
National Science Foundation for research in
new broadband technology to increase the
availability of broadband telecommuni-
cations services in remote and rural areas.

Regional Skills Alliances: Throughout the
nation, high-tech companies often consider
recruiting employees from overseas because
a shortage of information technology work-
ers remains a significant problem through-
out the state. Too many small firms do not
have the resources to train the workers they
need. This proposals creates Regional Skills
Alliances to bring businesses, schools, and
community college together to help create
effective programs to ensure workers have
the training needed to compete in the new
economy. Without some kind of support to
create alliances, small firms just don’t have
the time or resources to collaborate with
anybody on training. In fact, almost all ex-
isting RSA’s report that they would not have
been able to get off the ground without an
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independent, staffed entity to operate the al-
liance.

Entrepreneurial Incubators: This initiative
would help entrepreneurs who have good
ideas but cannot afford lawyers and consult-
ants to access the help they need with legal
complexities such as preparing corporate
charters, partnership agreements, contracts,
patent and intellectual property rules, and
basic marketing strategies. This will espe-
cially help areas where universities can be
key collaborators in entrepreneurial incuba-
tors. This proposal would initially invest $50
million and up to $200 million the following
years, to increase business incubators na-
tionally by a third.

[From the Associated Press]
HOW DOES UPSTATE KEEP BEST AND

BRIGHTEST?
(By Michael Hill)

ALBANY, NY.—Jaclyn Welcher’s college de-
gree turned out to be a one-way ticket out of
upstate New York.

After graduating from Siena College near
Albany in 1998, Welcher tried to apply her
marketing and management degree to a job
around her parents’ home in Queensbury. It
didn’t work out.

‘‘I said: ‘There’s no point in this at all,’ ’’
Welcher recalled, ‘‘I’m outta here!’’
Welcher—now 24 and working in Los Ange-
les—is far from the only twenty-something
to leave upstate New York.

Young New Yorkers have long been leaving
for bigger paychecks and jazzier lifestyles in
places like Boston, Austin and Atlanta. The
exodus is considered a serious problem be-
cause young people are a vital cog in local
economies—they take entry-level jobs, spend
money and add vibrancy to an area. Employ-
ers and local officials have become concerned
enough to try out some new strategies to at-
tract and retain young workers.

Updated U.S. Census figures tracking local
population changes by age won’t be available
until later this year. However, interviews
with recent college graduates, employers and
local leaders across New York reveal a wide-
spread perception that upstate areas strug-
gle in the competition for young workers.

Part of the problem is higher salaries of-
fered elsewhere for certain jobs. For in-
stance, the mean 1998 salary for a computer
engineer in Rochester area was $54,910; it was
$62,930 in the Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill
area of North Carolina, according to federal
Bureau of Labor Statistics data.

Lower pay can be mitigated by a relatively
inexpensive costs of living—three-bedroom
houses in Buffalo or Syracuse areas can be
purchased for under $100,000. Albany Molec-
ular Research Inc. Vice President James
Grates said when he tells potential recruits
in Berkeley that homes in the Albany area
can go for $90,000–$110,000—two or three
times less than similar houses in the Bay
Area of California—‘‘their jaws drop to the
table.’’

But inexpensive housing is a bigger draw
for workers ready to settle down and have a
family. People in their 20s have been known
to have other priorities—like being around
other people in their 20s.

‘‘California, Boston, Texas—they have
some glitter to them. Fancy nightclubs,
bars, sports bars, restaurants, entertainment
. . . the perception is here we don’t have as
much of that,’’ said Rochester Institute of
Technology President Albert Simone.

Take Atlanta, where Jonathan Cancro re-
ports that there are so many of his fellow
University of Buffalo graduates that he’s
helping start a local chapter of the college’s
alumni association. One obvious sign of the
Buffalo connection, Cancro said, is the num-
ber of bars catering to Bills fans.

‘‘There are tons of people down here from
New York,’’ said the 30-year-old Long Island
native. ‘‘Not just UB.’’

The twentysomething exodus has been se-
rious enough to show up on some politicians’
radar. Erie County Executive Joel Giambra
ran a successful campaign in 1999 on the slo-
gan ‘‘Keep Our Kids.’’ Sen. Hilliary Rodham
Clinton also lamented the loss of young peo-
ple from New York while on the campaign
trail last year.

Employers have noticed too, and have tried
to sweeten the pot for young people. A sur-
vey last year by the Business Council of New
York State employers bumping up starting
pay and hastening first raises.

Companies also are experimenting with
benefits that might be attractive to younger,
childless workers. Media Logic, a marketing
and advertising firm in Albany, includes
yoga and stress classes as part of its employ-
ees benefits package.

Meanwhile, business groups in several cit-
ies are strengthening their links to local col-
leges in hopes in grabbing graduates to fill
job slots.

In Sycrause, the Metropolitan Develop-
ment Association is spending $550,000 in
state grant money for summer internship
programs aimed at keeping area college stu-
dents in the region after graduation.

In Rochester, presidents of a number of
area schools—including RIT, the University
of Rochester and the state universities at
Geneseo and Brockport—have met with local
employers to find ways to make it easier for
small- and medium-sized businesses to re-
cruit local talent.

In Albany, the Center for Economic
Growth plans to bring together business
leaders, students and maybe even guidance
counselors to start dialogues on what young
graduates look for in an employer.

‘‘To tell a 22-year-old freshly minted col-
lege graduate that the reason they should
come to work for my company is because I
have this incredible 401k plan—it’s probably
not going to raise their eyebrows and make
them go ‘Yahoo!’ ’’ said center President
Kelly Lovell. Also, there are new signs of
nightlife in many old upstate cities, be it
brew pubs or couch-crammed coffee houses.
Buffalo’s Chippewa Street might be the most
dramatic transformation—once notorious for
its sex trade, it is now a gentrified strip
packed with bars, dance clubs and res-
taurants.

Syracuse also is showing signs of rebirth,
said super booster Jeff Brown. The 36-year-
old lawyer is helping start a unique program
to draw young people back to his hometown.
Under the ‘‘Come Home to Sycrause’’ pro-
gram volunteers will work off of alumni lists
from local colleges and high schools, con-
tacting young expatriates to see if they want
to come back. The volunteers will help re-
turnees network for jobs.

A web site is planned and there’s already a
toll-free number: 1–866–BAK–2SYR. Brown
seems qualified for the job. He was once one
of those young people who left, in his case
for Washington D.C. Brown said he liked the
hubbub but missed his home community.
‘‘At some point in your life,’’ he said, ‘‘you
realize there’s something more to life than 20
different Ethiopian restaurants.’’

[From the New York Post, Mar. 1, 2001]
NEW YORK’S JOB GROWTH AGAIN TOPS U.S.

RATE

(By Kenneth Lovett)
ALBANY.—Spurred by a surge in New York

City, job growth in the state surpassed the
nation’s average, for the second straight
year, in 2000.

The total number of jobs in the state grew
by 2.3 percent last year, compared with the

national average of 2.1 percent, the state
Labor Department reported yesterday. New
York’s 4.2 percent unemployment rate in
January matched the nation’s for the first
time in nearly a decade.

The city had a 5.6 percent unemployment
rate in January, down from 5.9 percent in De-
cember and 6.4 percent last January.

Overall, New York had 7.168 million pri-
vate-sector jobs in January, the highest
number on record.

‘‘Our policies have better positioned New
York to fend off a national economic slow-
down,’’ Gov. Pataki said. Mayor Giuliani re-
cently said the city was the ‘‘economic en-
gine’’ for the state as a whole. The numbers
seem to back him up.

New York City saw a 3.3-percent increase
in jobs last year, by far the largest jump in
the state.

Upstate saw 1.2 percent growth, signifi-
cantly lower than the state average.

Large urban regions like Buffalo-Niagara
Falls, Syracuse and Rochester saw jobs grow
by only .3 percent, .9 percent and 1.1 percent,
respectively.

The health of the upstate economy looms
as a major issue in next year’s gubernatorial
race. Republican Rick Lazio drew heavy crit-
icism last year when he downplayed the re-
gion’s economic woes in his failed Senate bid
against Hillary Rodham Clinton.

Democrats have already targeted the up-
state economy as one of the primary issues
they will use against Pataki next year.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss a growing crisis in
America’s rural communities. We live
in a time of balanced budgets, large
surpluses, record unemployment, and
average wages rising across the coun-
try. However, this wealth is not uni-
versal across the United States. Our
rural areas are suffering the exact op-
posite effect with large outmigration
and negative job growth. My highest
priority is reversing this trend, stimu-
lating economic growth and bringing
higher paying jobs to my home State of
Montana. I am pleased to join Senator
CLINTON in introducing economic de-
velopment legislation that is targeted
to the areas of greatest need, our rural
communities.

Our Nation has enjoyed unparalleled
economic prosperity during the past
decade. However, the boom on Wall
Street has not extended to Main
Street, MT. The rural areas of America
and Montana have endured increased
unemployment, the loss of family
farms, and the transition from a tradi-
tional economy based on natural re-
sources to a new economy where infor-
mation and technology are highly val-
ued. The effects have been disastrous.
Small businesses, which are essential
components of community, have been
driven under as people have been forced
to make the most difficult choice of all
and leave their home towns seeking a
new and better paying job.

In Montana, the problems are actu-
ally worse. Statewide, we are suffering.
Comparatively we rank forty-seventh
in per-capita personal income and sec-
ond in the number of people holding
more than one job. With such a mas-
sive economic down-turn, State and
local governments are left unable to
assist in this economic transition sim-
ply due to a lack of funding. The pri-
vate sector invests where it can, but
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there is not a company in existence
that could finance the investment nec-
essary to bring essential technology to
sparsely populated areas.

Many of our small towns are left
without hope because they are faced
with no alternative to the current situ-
ation. The tools that are necessary to
compete in the new economy are just
not available to rural communities and
the means to attain them do not exist.
If rural America is to survive, we are
charged with finding a way for these
communities to compete on an equal
footing with the more populous areas
of this country and the world.

That is the intent of the legislative
package that we are introducing today.
In the same spirit that brought elec-
tricity and basic telephone service to
our rural communities, we propose a
mechanism for bringing broadband ca-
pabilities, cutting-edge technology
equipment, and incentives for bringing
new business to communities and re-
gions that have been left behind.

The issues addressed by this legisla-
tion strike to the heart of the most
pressing problems in my home State of
Montana. Especially in Eastern Mon-
tana, the so-called ‘‘Digital Divide’’ is
very real and presents a significant ob-
stacle to economic growth and pros-
perity. Specifically, the Broadband De-
ployment Initiative and the Tech-
nology Extension Program will not
only provide an incentive to the pri-
vate sector to bring cutting-edge tech-
nology to the most rural areas, they
will also provide the technical exper-
tise to allow small and medium busi-
nesses to use these new tools to their
maximum potential. They will be fully
equipped to compete in a global econ-
omy.

I look forward to seeing this bipar-
tisan legislation through Congress and
enacted into law. I encourage my col-
leagues to assist us in this endeavor. It
is our duty to ensure that all regions of
America have a chance to achieve eco-
nomic prosperity and have access to
the necessary instruments of success.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself,
Mr. JOHNSON and Mr. HAGEL):

S. 434. A bill to provide equitable
compensation to the Yankton Sioux
Tribe of South Dakota and the Santee
Sioux Tribe of Nebraska for the loss of
value of certain lands; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today
I am joining with Senators TIM JOHN-
SON and CHUCK HAGEL to introduce leg-
islation to compensate the Yankton
Sioux Tribe of South Dakota and the
Santee Sioux Tribe of Nebraska for
losses the tribes suffered when the Fort
Randall and Gavins Point dams were
constructed on the Missouri River over
four decades ago.

As a result of the construction of
these dams, more than 3,259 acres of
land owned by the Yankton Sioux
Tribe were flooded or subsequently lost
to erosion. Also, approximately 600
acres of land located near the Santee

village and 400 acres on the Niobrara
Island of the Santee Sioux Tribe Indian
Reservation were flooded. The flooding
of these fertile lands struck a signifi-
cant blow to the economies of these
tribes, a loss for which they have never
been adequately compensated. This
legislation attempts to redress that un-
fortunate reality by providing the
tribes resources to rebuild their infra-
structure and strengthen their econo-
mies.

To appreciate fully the need for this
legislation, it is important to under-
stand history. The Fort Randall and
Gavins Point dams were constructed in
South Dakota pursuant to the Flood
Control Act (58 Stat. 887) of 1944. That
legislation authorized implementation
of the Missouri River Basin Pick-Sloan
Plan for water development and flood
control for downstream states.

The Fort Randall dam, which was an
integral part of the Pick-Sloan project,
initially flooded 2,851 acres of tribal
land, forcing the relocation and reset-
tlement of numerous families, includ-
ing the traditional and self-sustaining
community of White Swan, one of the
four major settlement areas on the res-
ervation. On other reservations, such
as Crow Creek, Lower Brule, Cheyenne
River, Standing Rock and Fort
Berthold, communities affected by the
Pick-Sloan dams were relocated to
higher ground. In contract, the White
Swan community was completely dis-
solved and its residents dispersed to
whatever areas they could settle and
start again.

The bill I am introducing today, the
Yankton Sioux Tribe and Santee Sioux
Tribe of Nebraska Development Trust
Fund Act, follows the precedent estab-
lished over the last ten years by a se-
ries of laws that address similar claims
by other tribes in South Dakota for
losses caused by the Pick-Sloan dams.
In 1992, Congress granted the Three Af-
filiated Tribes of Fort Berthold Res-
ervation and the Standing Rock Sioux
Tribe compensation for direct dam-
ages, including lost reservation infra-
structure, relocation and resettlement
expenses, the general rehabilitation of
the tribes and unfulfilled government
commitments regarding replacement
facilities. In 1996, Congress enacted leg-
islation compensating the Crow Creek
tribe for its losses and in 1997 legisla-
tion was enacted to compensate the
Lower Brule tribe. Last year, the Chey-
enne River Sioux Tribe also received
compensation.

The Yankton Sioux Tribe and Santee
Sioux Tribe have not yet received fair
compensation for their losses. Their
time has come.

The flooding caused by the Pick-
Sloan projects touched every aspect of
life on the Yankton and Santee Sioux
reservations, as large portions of their
communities were forced to relocate
wherever they could find shelter. These
effects were never fully considered
when the federal government was ac-
quiring these lands or designing the
Pick-Sloan projects.

The Yankton Sioux Tribe and Santee
Sioux Tribe of Nebraska Development
Trust Fund Act represents an impor-
tant element of our continuing effort
to compensate fairly the tribes of the
Missouri River Basin for the sacrifices
they made decades ago for the con-
struction of the dams. Passage of this
legislation will not only right a his-
toric wrong, but in doing so it will also
improve the lives of Native Americans
living on these reservations.

It took decades for Congress to recog-
nize the government’s unfulfilled fed-
eral obligation to compensate the
tribes for the effects of the construc-
tion of the Fort Randall and Gavins
Point dams. We cannot, of course, re-
claim the productive lands lost to
those projects which are now covered
with water and return them to the
tribes. We can, however, help replace
the forsaken economic potential of
those lands by providing resources to
improve the infrastructure on the res-
ervations. This approach, in turn, will
enhance opportunities for economic de-
velopment that will benefit all mem-
bers of the tribe.

I strongly urge my colleagues to ap-
prove the Yankton Sioux Tribe and
Santee Sioux Tribe of Nebraska Devel-
opment Trust Fund Act this year. Pro-
viding compensation to the Yankton
Sioux Tribe and the Santee Sioux Tribe
of Nebraska for past economic harm in-
flicted by the federal government is
long overdue, and further delay only
compounds that harm. I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 434
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Yankton
Sioux Tribe and Santee Sioux Tribe Equi-
table Compensation Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) by enacting the Act of December 22,

1944, commonly known as the ‘‘Flood Control
Act of 1944’’ (58 Stat. 887, chapter 665; 33
U.S.C. 701–1 et seq.) Congress approved the
Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin program
(referred to in this section as the ‘‘Pick-
Sloan program’’)—

(A) to promote the general economic devel-
opment of the United States;

(B) to provide for irrigation above Sioux
City, Iowa;

(C) to protect urban and rural areas from
devastating floods of the Missouri River; and

(D) for other purposes;
(2) the waters impounded for the Fort Ran-

dall and Gavins Point projects of the Pick-
Sloan program have inundated the fertile,
wooded bottom lands along the Missouri
River that constituted the most productive
agricultural and pastoral lands of, and the
homeland of, the members of the Yankton
Sioux Tribe and the Santee Sioux Tribe;

(3) the Fort Randall project (including the
Fort Randall Dam and Reservoir) overlies
the western boundary of the Yankton Sioux
Tribe Indian Reservation;

(4) the Gavins Point project (including the
Gavins Point Dam and Reservoir) overlies
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the eastern boundary of the Santee Sioux
Tribe;

(5) although the Fort Randall and Gavins
Point projects are major components of the
Pick-Sloan program, and contribute to the
economy of the United States by generating
a substantial amount of hydropower and im-
pounding a substantial quantity of water,
the reservations of the Yankton Sioux Tribe
and the Santee Sioux Tribe remain undevel-
oped;

(6) the United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers took the Indian lands used for the Fort
Randall and Gavins Point projects by con-
demnation proceedings;

(7) the Federal Government did not give
Yankton Sioux Tribe and the Santee Sioux
Tribe an opportunity to receive compensa-
tion for direct damages from the Pick-Sloan
program, even though the Federal Govern-
ment gave 5 Indian reservations upstream
from the reservations of those Indian tribes
such an opportunity;

(8) the Yankton Sioux Tribe and the San-
tee Sioux Tribe did not receive just com-
pensation for the taking of productive agri-
cultural Indian lands through the condemna-
tion referred to in paragraph (6);

(9) the settlement agreement that the
United States entered into with the Yankton
Sioux Tribe and the Santee Sioux Tribe to
provide compensation for the taking by con-
demnation referred to in paragraph (6) did
not take into account the increase in prop-
erty values over the years between the date
of taking and the date of settlement; and

(10) in addition to the financial compensa-
tion provided under the settlement agree-
ments referred to in paragraph (9)—

(A) the Yankton Sioux Tribe should re-
ceive an aggregate amount equal to
$23,023,743 for the loss value of 2,851.40 acres
of Indian land taken for the Fort Randall
Dam and Reservoir of the Pick-Sloan pro-
gram; and

(B) the Santee Sioux Tribe should receive
an aggregate amount equal to $4,789,010 for
the loss value of 593.10 acres of Indian land
located near the Santee village.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’

has the meaning given that term in section
4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)).

(2) SANTEE SIOUX TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Santee
Sioux Tribe’’ means the Santee Sioux Tribe
of Nebraska.

(3) YANKTON SIOUX TRIBE.—The term
Yankton Sioux Tribe’’ means the Yankton
Sioux Tribe of South Dakota.
SEC. 4. YANKTON SIOUX TRIBE DEVELOPMENT

TRUST FUND.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

in the Treasury of the United States a fund
to be known as the ‘‘Yankton Sioux Tribe
Development Trust Fund’’ (referred to in
this section as the ‘‘Fund’’). The Fund shall
consist of any amounts deposited in the
Fund under this Act.

(b) FUNDING.—On the first day of the 11th
fiscal year that begins after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall, from the General Fund of the
Treasury, deposit into the Fund established
under subsection (a)—

(1) $23,023,743; and
(2) an additional amount that equals the

amount of interest that would have accrued
on the amount described in paragraph (1) if
such amount had been invested in interest-
bearing obligations of the United States, or
in obligations guaranteed as to both prin-
cipal and interest by the United States, on
the first day of the first fiscal year that be-
gins after the date of enactment of this Act
and compounded annually thereafter.

(c) INVESTMENT OF TRUST FUND.—It shall
be the duty of the Secretary of the Treasury
to invest such portion of the Fund as is not,
in the Secretary of Treasury’s judgment, re-
quired to meet current withdrawals. Such in-
vestments may be made only in interest-
bearing obligations of the United States or
in obligations guaranteed as to both prin-
cipal and interest by the United States. The
Secretary of the Treasury shall deposit in-
terest resulting from such investments into
the Fund.

(d) PAYMENT OF INTEREST TO TRIBE.—
(1) WITHDRAWAL OF INTEREST.—Beginning

on the first day of the 11th fiscal year after
the date of enactment of this Act and, on the
first day of each fiscal year thereafter, the
Secretary of the Treasury shall withdraw the
aggregate amount of interest deposited into
the Fund for that fiscal year and transfer
that amount to the Secretary of the Interior
for use in accordance with paragraph (2).
Each amount so transferred shall be avail-
able without fiscal year limitation.

(2) PAYMENTS TO YANKTON SIOUX TRIBE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-

terior shall use the amounts transferred
under paragraph (1) only for the purpose of
making payments to the Yankton Sioux
Tribe, as such payments are requested by
that Indian tribe pursuant to tribal resolu-
tion.

(B) LIMITATION.—Payments may be made
by the Secretary of the Interior under sub-
paragraph (A) only after the Yankton Sioux
Tribe has adopted a tribal plan under section
6.

(C) USE OF PAYMENTS BY YANKTON SIOUX
TRIBE.—The Yankton Sioux Tribe shall use
the payments made under subparagraph (A)
only for carrying out projects and programs
under the tribal plan prepared under section
6.

(e) TRANSFERS AND WITHDRAWALS.—Except
as provided in subsections (c) and (d)(1), the
Secretary of the Treasury may not transfer
or withdraw any amount deposited under
subsection (b).
SEC. 5. SANTEE SIOUX TRIBE DEVELOPMENT

TRUST FUND.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

in the Treasury of the United States a fund
to be known as the ‘‘Santee Sioux Tribe De-
velopment Trust Fund’’ (referred to in this
section as the ‘‘Fund’’). The Fund shall con-
sist of any amounts deposited in the Fund
under this Act.

(b) FUNDING.—On the first day of the 11th
fiscal year that begins after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall, from the General Fund of the
Treasury, deposit into the Fund established
under subsection (a)—

(1) $4,789,010; and
(2) an additional amount that equals the

amount of interest that would have accrued
on the amount described in paragraph (1) if
such amount had been invested in interest-
bearing obligations of the United States, or
in obligations guaranteed as to both prin-
cipal and interest by the United States, on
the first day of the first fiscal year that be-
gins after the date of enactment of this Act
and compounded annually thereafter.

(c) INVESTMENT OF TRUST FUND.—It shall
be the duty of the Secretary of the Treasury
to invest such portion of the Fund as is not,
in the Secretary of Treasury’s judgment, re-
quired to meet current withdrawals. Such in-
vestments may be made only in interest-
bearing obligations of the United States or
in obligations guaranteed as to both prin-
cipal and interest by the United States. The
Secretary of the Treasury shall deposit in-
terest resulting from such investments into
the Fund.

(d) PAYMENT OF INTEREST TO TRIBE.—
(1) WITHDRAWAL OF INTEREST.—Beginning

on the first day of the 11th fiscal year after

the date of enactment of this Act and, on the
first day of each fiscal year thereafter, the
Secretary of the Treasury shall withdraw the
aggregate amount of interest deposited into
the Fund for that fiscal year and transfer
that amount to the Secretary of the Interior
for use in accordance with paragraph (2).
Each amount so transferred shall be avail-
able without fiscal year limitation.

(2) PAYMENTS TO SANTEE SIOUX TRIBE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-

terior shall use the amounts transferred
under paragraph (1) only for the purpose of
making payments to the Santee Sioux Tribe,
as such payments are requested by that In-
dian tribe pursuant to tribal resolution.

(B) LIMITATION.—Payments may be made
by the Secretary of the Interior under sub-
paragraph (A) only after the Santee Sioux
Tribe has adopted a tribal plan under section
6.

(C) USE OF PAYMENTS BY SANTEE SIOUX
TRIBE.—The Santee Sioux Tribe shall use the
payments made under subparagraph (A) only
for carrying out projects and programs under
the tribal plan prepared under section 6.

(e) TRANSFERS AND WITHDRAWALS.—Except
as provided in subsections (c) and (d)(1), the
Secretary of the Treasury may not transfer
or withdraw any amount deposited under
subsection (b).
SEC. 6. TRIBAL PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 24 months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
tribal council of each of the Yankton Sioux
and Santee Sioux Tribes shall prepare a plan
for the use of the payments to the tribe
under section 4(d) or 5(d) (referred to in this
subsection as a ‘‘tribal plan’’).

(b) CONTENTS OF TRIBAL PLAN.—Each tribal
plan shall provide for the manner in which
the tribe covered under the tribal plan shall
expend payments to the tribe under sub-
section (d) to promote—

(1) economic development;
(2) infrastructure development;
(3) the educational, health, recreational,

and social welfare objectives of the tribe and
its members; or

(4) any combination of the activities de-
scribed in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

(c) TRIBAL PLAN REVIEW AND REVISION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each tribal council re-

ferred to in subsection (a) shall make avail-
able for review and comment by the mem-
bers of the tribe a copy of the tribal plan for
the Indian tribe before the tribal plan be-
comes final, in accordance with procedures
established by the tribal council.

(2) UPDATING OF TRIBAL PLAN.—Each tribal
council referred to in subsection (a) may, on
an annual basis, revise the tribal plan pre-
pared by that tribal council to update the
tribal plan. In revising the tribal plan under
this paragraph, the tribal council shall pro-
vide the members of the tribe opportunity to
review and comment on any proposed revi-
sion to the tribal plan.

(3) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the tribal
plan and any revisions to update the plan,
each tribal council shall consult with the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Health and Human Services.

(4) AUDIT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The activities of the

tribes in carrying out the tribal plans shall
be audited as part of the annual single-agen-
cy audit that the tribes are required to pre-
pare pursuant to the Office of Management
and Budget circular numbered A–133.

(B) DETERMINATION BY AUDITORS.—The
auditors that conduct the audit described in
subparagraph (A) shall—

(i) determine whether funds received by
each tribe under this section for the period
covered by the audits were expended to carry
out the respective tribal plans in a manner
consistent with this section; and
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(ii) include in the written findings of the

audits the determinations made under clause
(i).

(C) INCLUSION OF FINDINGS WITH PUBLICA-
TION OF PROCEEDINGS OF TRIBAL COUNCIL.—A
copy of the written findings of the audits de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be inserted
in the published minutes of each tribal coun-
cil’s proceedings for the session at which the
audit is presented to the tribal councils.

(d) PROHIBITION ON PER CAPITA PAY-
MENTS.—No portion of any payment made
under this Act may be distributed to any
member of the Yankton Sioux Tribe or the
Santee Sioux Tribe of Nebraska on a per cap-
ita basis.
SEC. 7. ELIGIBILITY OF TRIBE FOR CERTAIN PRO-

GRAMS AND SERVICES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—No payment made to the

Yankton Sioux Tribe or Santee Sioux Tribe
pursuant to this Act shall result in the re-
duction or denial of any service or program
to which, pursuant to Federal law—

(1) the Yankton Sioux Tribe or Santee
Sioux Tribe is otherwise entitled because of
the status of the tribe as a federally recog-
nized Indian tribe; or

(2) any individual who is a member of a
tribe under paragraph (1) is entitled because
of the status of the individual as a member
of the tribe.

(b) EXEMPTIONS FROM TAXATION.—No pay-
ment made pursuant to this Act shall be sub-
ject to any Federal or State income tax.

(c) POWER RATES.—No payment made pur-
suant to this Act shall affect Pick-Sloan
Missouri River Basin power rates.
SEC. 8. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act may be construed as
diminishing or affecting any water right of
an Indian tribe, except as specifically pro-
vided in another provision of this Act, any
treaty right that is in effect on the date of
enactment of this Act, any authority of the
Secretary of the Interior or the head of any
other Federal agency under a law in effect on
the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as are necessary to carry out this
Act, including such sums as may be nec-
essary for the administration of the Yankton
Sioux Tribe Development Trust Fund under
section 4 and the Santee Sioux Tribe of Ne-
braska Development Trust Fund under sec-
tion 5.
SEC. 10. EXTINGUISHMENT OF CLAIMS.

Upon the deposit of funds under sections
4(b) and 5(b), all monetary claims that the
Yankton Sioux Tribe or the Santee Sioux
Tribe of Nebraska has or may have against
the United States for loss of value or use of
land related to lands described in section
2(a)(10) resulting from the Fort Randall and
Gavins Point projects of the Pick-Sloan Mis-
souri River Basin program shall be extin-
guished.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and
Mr. GRAMM):

S. 435. A bill to provide that the an-
nual drug certification procedures
under the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 not apply to certain countries with
which the United States has bilateral
agreements and other plans relating to
counterdrug activities, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, over the
last several years, Congress has had no
good options when it comes to the cer-
tification of major drug producing and
drug transit countries. This has been
most apparent in our annual debate

over the certification of Mexico’s ef-
forts in combating illicit drugs.

Certifying Mexico has been very dif-
ficult to do in light of the upsetting
statistics showing that Mexico is a
major point of production and transit
for drugs entering the United States. I
have also been, and continue to be,
concerned about the influence of pow-
erful drug cartels in Mexico. In fact, in
1998, I joined 44 other Senators in vot-
ing in favor of decertifying Mexico.

Nevertheless, I join many of my col-
leagues in the belief that the certifi-
cation process does not work as it was
intended. In some cases, what we have
now is the worst of both worlds. The
certification process subjects some of
our closest allies and trading partners
to an annual ritual of finger-pointing
and humiliation rather than sup-
porting mutual efforts to control illicit
drugs.

Today, Senator GRAMM and I are re-
introducing legislation which we hope
will lead to a more honest and realistic
way of addressing the international
drug problem. By replacing confronta-
tion with cooperation, we are encour-
aging nations to join the United States
in fighting drugs while eliminating a
process which strains our relations
with allies such as Mexico.

Our legislation would exempt from
the certification process those coun-
tries that have a bilateral agreement
with the United States. These agree-
ments would have to address issues re-
lating to the control of illicit drugs—
including production, distribution,
interdiction, demand reduction, border
security, and cooperation among law
enforcement agencies.

This alternative will give both coun-
tries a way to work together for real
goals with real results. Make no mis-
take, this will not give Mexico or any
other country a free pass on fighting il-
licit drugs. On the contrary, our bill
encourages the adoption of tough bilat-
eral agreements. It specifically spells
out issues that must be addressed in
the agreements.

We specifically require the adoption
of ‘‘timetables and objective and meas-
urable standards.’’ And we require
semi-annual reports assessing the
progress of both countries under the bi-
lateral agreement. If progress is not
made, the country returns to the an-
nual certification process, which in-
volves the possibility of sanctions.

This issue is particularly important
to those of us from border states,
which are hit so hard by the traffic in
illegal drugs. I look forward to working
with my colleagues on a bipartisan and
comprehensive solution.

By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. REED,
Mr. KERRY, and Mr. CORZINE):

S. 436. A bill to amend chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code, to require
the provision of a child safety lock in
connection with the transfer of a hand-
gun and provide safety standards for

child safety locks; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, today I in-
troduce the Child Safety Lock Act of
2001, along with Senators CHAFEE, DUR-
BIN, SCHUMER, REED, CORZINE, BOXER
and KERRY. Our bipartisan measure
will save children’s lives by reducing
the senseless tragedies that result
when children get their hands on im-
properly stored and unlocked hand-
guns.

Each year, teenagers and children are
involved in more than 10,000 accidental
shootings in which close to 800 people
die. In addition, every year 1,300 chil-
dren use firearms to commit suicide.
Safety locks can be effective in deter-
ring some of these incidents and in pre-
venting others.

The sad truth is that we are inviting
disaster every time an unlocked gun is
stored but is still easily accessible to
children. In fact, guns are kept in 43
percent of American households with
children. In 23 percent of the gun
households, the guns are kept loaded.
And, in one out of every eight of those
homes the guns are left unlocked.

That is wrong. It is unacceptable.
But these cold statistics do not begin
to describe in human terms the daily
tragedies that could be prevented by
the use of a safety lock.

Take, for example, the story of a
teenage girl in Milwaukee last year
who was killed when the gun her boy-
friend found accidentally went off,
shooting her in the chest. A lock cer-
tainly would have prevented this trag-
edy. A lock would have also saved both
the three-year-old in New Orleans who
shot himself in the head with his moth-
er’s gun two months ago or the two-
year-old boy who shot himself in the
forehead with his mother’s pistol in
Pennsylvania last October. Of course,
no one will ever forget the story of six-
year-old Kayla Rolland in Michigan
killed last year by a classmate who had
brought a gun to school. The stories
could go on for pages, each more tragic
than the last, but the most tragic fact
of all is that many of them were en-
tirely preventable.

Our legislation will help address this
problem. It is simple, effective and
straightforward. It requires that a
child safety device, or trigger lock, be
sold with every handgun. These devices
vary in form, but the most common re-
semble a padlock that wraps around
the gun trigger and immobilizes it.
Trigger locks are already used by tens
of thousands of responsible gun owners
to protect their firearms from unau-
thorized use, and they can be pur-
chased in virtually any gun store for
less than ten dollars.

This year, for the first time, this
child safety lock bill includes stand-
ards for the safety locks, building on
the work of Senator KERRY on this
issue. A recent study by the Consumer
Product Safety Commission and a re-
cent recall by the safety lock manufac-
turers conclusively demonstrates that
child safety locks are not being made
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well enough. A lock that is easily
picked or one that breaks apart with
little force defeats the safety purpose
of this bill. We wouldn’t use a lock that
is less than foolproof to guard our most
valuable possessions. We shouldn’t use
defective locks to protect what is most
valuable to us—our children.

A child safety lock provision passed
the Senate by an overwhelming vote of
78–20 last session as an amendment
during the juvenile justice debate. This
proposal is as popular with the rest of
the country and the law enforcement
community as it was with the last Sen-
ate. Polls show that between 75 and 80
percent of the American public, includ-
ing gun owners, favor the mandatory
sale of child safety locks with guns.
When I surveyed almost 500 of Wiscon-
sin’s police chiefs and sheriffs last
summer, approximately 90 percent re-
sponded that child safety locks should
be sold with each gun.

In addition, according to published
reports from last year’s campaign,
President Bush indicated that he sup-
ports the idea of mandatory child safe-
ty locks and would sign a bill that re-
quired the sale of a child safety lock
with all new handguns. Attorney Gen-
eral Ashcroft confirmed that the ad-
ministration supports the mandatory
sale of child safety locks during his
confirmation hearings before the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee earlier this
year.

This legislation is necessary to en-
sure that safety locks are provided
with all handguns and to keep the pres-
sure on handgun manufacturers to put
safety first. We already protect chil-
dren by requiring that seat belts be in-
stalled in all automobiles and that
childproof safety caps be provided on
medicine bottles. We should be no less
vigilant when it comes to gun safety.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 436
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Child Safety
Lock Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. REQUIREMENT OF CHILD HANDGUN

SAFETY LOCKS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 921(a) of title 18,

United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(35) The term ‘locking device’ means a de-
vice or locking mechanism—

‘‘(A) that—
‘‘(i) if installed on a firearm and secured by

means of a key or a mechanically, electroni-
cally, or electromechanically operated com-
bination lock, is designed to prevent the fire-
arm from being discharged without first de-
activating or removing the device by means
of a key or mechanically, electronically, or
electromechanically operated combination
lock;

‘‘(ii) if incorporated into the design of a
firearm, is designed to prevent discharge of
the firearm by any person who does not have

access to the key or other device designed to
unlock the mechanism and thereby allow
discharge of the firearm; or

‘‘(iii) is a safe, gun safe, gun case, lock box,
or other device that is designed to store a
firearm and that is designed to be unlocked
only by means of a key, a combination, or
other similar means; and

‘‘(B) that is approved by a licensed fire-
arms manufacturer for use on the handgun
with which the device or locking mechanism
is sold, delivered, or transferred.’’.

(b) UNLAWFUL ACTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 922 of title 18,

United States Code, is amended by inserting
after subsection (y) the following:

‘‘(z) LOCKING DEVICES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), it shall be unlawful for any li-
censed manufacturer, licensed importer, or
licensed dealer to sell, deliver, or transfer
any handgun to any person other than a li-
censed manufacturer, licensed importer, or
licensed dealer, unless the transferee is pro-
vided with a locking device for that hand-
gun.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) does not
apply to—

‘‘(A) the—
‘‘(i) manufacture for, transfer to, or posses-

sion by, the United States or a State or a de-
partment or agency of the United States, or
a State or a department, agency, or political
subdivision of a State, of a firearm; or

‘‘(ii) transfer to, or possession by, a law en-
forcement officer employed by an entity re-
ferred to in clause (i) of a firearm for law en-
forcement purposes (whether on or off duty);
or

‘‘(B) the transfer to, or possession by, a rail
police officer employed by a rail carrier and
certified or commissioned as a police officer
under the laws of a State of a firearm for
purposes of law enforcement (whether on or
off duty).’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 922(y) of title
18, United States Code, as added by this sub-
section, shall take effect 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(c) LIABILITY; EVIDENCE.—
(1) LIABILITY.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed to—
(A) create a cause of action against any

firearms dealer or any other person for any
civil liability; or

(B) establish any standard of care.
(2) EVIDENCE.—Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, evidence regarding compli-
ance or noncompliance with the amendments
made by this section shall not be admissible
as evidence in any proceeding of any court,
agency, board, or other entity, except with
respect to an action to enforce this section.

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
subsection shall be construed to bar a gov-
ernmental action to impose a penalty under
section 924(p) of title 18, United States Code,
for a failure to comply with section 922(y) of
that title.

(d) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 924 of title
18, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘or (f)’’
and inserting ‘‘(f), or (p)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(p) PENALTIES RELATING TO LOCKING DE-
VICES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION OF LI-

CENSE; CIVIL PENALTIES.—With respect to
each violation of section 922(y)(1) by a li-
censee, the Secretary may, after notice and
opportunity for hearing—

‘‘(i) suspend or revoke any license issued to
the licensee under this chapter; or

‘‘(ii) subject the licensee to a civil penalty
in an amount equal to not more than $10,000.

‘‘(B) REVIEW.—An action of the Secretary
under this paragraph may be reviewed only
as provided in section 923(f).

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES.—The sus-
pension or revocation of a license or the im-
position of a civil penalty under paragraph
(1) does not preclude any administrative
remedy that is otherwise available to the
Secretary.’’.
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT OF CONSUMER PRODUCT

SAFETY ACT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Consumer Product

Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2051 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
‘‘SEC. 38. CHILD HANDGUN SAFETY LOCKS.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF STANDARD.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) RULEMAKING REQUIRED.—Notwith-

standing section 3(a)(1)(E) of this Act, the
Commission shall initiate a rulemaking pro-
ceeding under section 553 of title 5, United
States Code, within 90 days after the date of
enactment of the Child Safety Lock Act of
2001 to establish a consumer product safety
standard for locking devices. The Commis-
sion may extend the 90-day period for good
cause. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, including chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, the Commission shall promul-
gate a final consumer product safety stand-
ard under this paragraph within 12 months
after the date on which it initiated the rule-
making. The Commission may extend that
12-month period for good cause. The con-
sumer product safety standard promulgated
under this paragraph shall take effect 6
months after the date on which the final
standard is promulgated.

‘‘(B) STANDARD REQUIREMENTS.—The stand-
ard promulgated under subparagraph (A)
shall require locking devices that—

‘‘(i) are sufficiently difficult for children to
de-activate or remove; and

‘‘(ii) prevent the discharge of the handgun
unless the locking device has been de-acti-
vated or removed.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN PROVISIONS NOT TO APPLY.—
‘‘(A) PROVISIONS OF THIS ACT.—Sections 7,

9, and 30(d) of this Act do not apply to the
rulemaking proceeding under paragraph (1).
Section 11 of this Act does not apply to any
consumer product safety standard promul-
gated under paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) CHAPTER 5 OF TITLE 5.—Except for sec-
tion 553, chapter 5 of title 5, United States
Code, does not apply to this section.

‘‘(C) CHAPTER 6 OF TITLE 5.—Chapter 6 of
title 5, United States Code, does not apply to
this section.

‘‘(D) NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY
ACT.—The National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321) does not apply to
this section.

‘‘(b) NO EFFECT ON STATE LAW.—Notwith-
standing section 26 of this Act, this section
does not annul, alter, impair, affect, or ex-
empt any person subject to the provisions of
this section from complying with any provi-
sion of the law of any State or any political
subdivision thereof, except to the extent
that such provisions of State law are incon-
sistent with any provision of this section,
and then only to the extent of the inconsist-
ency. A provision of State law is not incon-
sistent with this section if such provision af-
fords greater protection to children in re-
spect of handguns than is afforded by this
section.

‘‘(c) ENFORCEMENT.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a)(2)(A), the consumer product safe-
ty standard promulgated by the Commission
under subsection (a) shall be enforced under
this Act as if it were a consumer product
safety standard described in section 7(a).

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1) CHILD.—The term ‘child’ means an in-

dividual who has not attained the age of 13
years.
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‘‘(2) LOCKING DEVICE.—The term ‘locking

device’ has the meaning given that term in
clauses (i) and (iii) of section 921(a)(35)(A) of
title 18, United States Code.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1 of
the Consumer Product Safety Act is amend-
ed by adding at the end of the table of con-
tents the following:

‘‘Sec. 38. Child handgun safety locks.’’.
(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Consumer Product Safety Commission
$2,000,000 to carry out the provisions of sec-
tion 38 of the Consumer Product Safety Act,
such sums to remain available until ex-
pended.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.
DODD, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr.
GRASSLEY):

S. 437. A bill to revise and extend the
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Com-
munities Act of 1994; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 437
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Reau-
thorization Act’’.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE ELEMENTARY AND

SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
1965.

Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘TITLE IV—SAFE AND DRUG-FREE
SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES

‘‘SEC. 4001. SHORT TITLE.
‘‘This part may be cited as the ‘Safe and

Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of
1994’.
‘‘SEC. 4002. FINDINGS.

‘‘Congress makes the following findings:
‘‘(1) Every student should attend a school

in a drug- and violence-free learning environ-
ment.

‘‘(2) The widespread illegal use of alcohol
and drugs among the Nation’s secondary
school students, and increasingly by stu-
dents in elementary schools as well, con-
stitutes a grave threat to such students’
physical and mental well-being, and signifi-
cantly impedes the learning process. For ex-
ample, data show that students who drink
tend to receive lower grades and are more
likely to miss school because of illness than
students who do not drink.

‘‘(3) Drug and violence prevention pro-
grams are essential components of a com-
prehensive strategy to promote school safe-
ty, youth development, positive school out-
comes, and to reduce the demand for and il-
legal use of alcohol, tobacco and drugs
throughout the Nation. Schools, local orga-
nizations, parents, students, and commu-
nities throughout the Nation have a special
responsibility to work together to combat
the continuing epidemic of violence and ille-
gal drug use and should measure the success
of their programs against clearly defined
goals and objectives.

‘‘(4) Drug and violence prevention pro-
grams are most effective when implemented
within a research-based, drug and violence

prevention framework of proven effective-
ness.

‘‘(5) Research clearly shows that commu-
nity contexts contribute to substance abuse
and violence.

‘‘(6) Substance abuse and violence are in-
tricately related and must be dealt with in a
holistic manner.

‘‘(7) Research has documented that paren-
tal behavior and environment directly influ-
ence a child’s inclination to use alcohol, to-
bacco or drugs.

‘‘SEC. 4003. PURPOSE.

‘‘The purpose of this part is to support pro-
grams that prevent violence in and around
schools and prevent the illegal use of alco-
hol, tobacco, and drugs, involve parents, and
are coordinated with related Federal, State,
school, and community efforts and resources,
through the provision of Federal assistance
to—

‘‘(1) States for grants to local educational
agencies and educational service agencies
and consortia of such agencies to establish,
operate, and improve local programs of
school drug and violence prevention, early
intervention, rehabilitation referral, and
education in elementary and secondary
schools for the development and implemen-
tation of policies that set clear and appro-
priate standards regarding the illegal use of
alcohol, tobacco and drugs, and for violent
behavior (including intermediate and junior
high schools);

‘‘(2) States for grants to, and contracts
with, community-based organizations and
other public and private nonprofit agencies
and organizations for programs of drug and
violence prevention including community
mobilization, early intervention, rehabilita-
tion referral, and education;

‘‘(3) States for development, training, tech-
nical assistance, and coordination activities;
and

‘‘(4) public and private nonprofit organiza-
tions to provide technical assistance, con-
duct training, demonstrations, and evalua-
tion, and to provide supplementary services
and community mobilization activities for
the prevention of drug use and violence
among students and youth.

‘‘SEC. 4004. FUNDING.

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated—
‘‘(1) $700,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and

such sums as may be necessary for each of
the 4 succeeding fiscal years, for State
grants under part A;

‘‘(2) $150,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and
such sums as may be necessary for each of
the 4 succeeding fiscal years, for national
programs under part B; and

‘‘(3) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and such
sums as may be necessary for each of the 4
succeeding fiscal years, for the National Co-
ordinator Initiative under section 4122.

‘‘PART A—STATE GRANTS FOR DRUG AND
VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS

‘‘SEC. 4111. RESERVATIONS AND ALLOTMENTS.

‘‘(a) RESERVATIONS.—From the amount
made available under section 4004(1) to carry
out this part for each fiscal year, the Sec-
retary—

‘‘(1) shall reserve 1 percent of such amount
for grants under this part to Guam, Amer-
ican Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, to be allotted in accordance with the
Secretary’s determination of their respective
needs;

‘‘(2) shall reserve 1 percent of such amount
for the Secretary of the Interior to carry out
programs under this part for Indian youth;

‘‘(3) may reserve not more than $2,000,000
for the national impact evaluation required
by section 4117(a); and

‘‘(4) shall reserve 0.2 percent of such
amount for programs for Native Hawaiians
under section 4118.

‘‘(b) STATE ALLOTMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the Secretary shall, for each
fiscal year, allocate among the States—

‘‘(A) one-half of the remainder not reserved
under subsection (a) according to the ratio
between the school-aged population of each
State and the school-aged population of all
the States; and

‘‘(B) one-half of such remainder according
to the ratio between the amount each State
received under section 1124A for the pre-
ceding year and the sum of such amounts re-
ceived by all the States.

‘‘(2) MINIMUM.—For any fiscal year, no
State shall be allotted under this subsection
an amount that is less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of the total amount allotted to all the
States under this subsection.

‘‘(3) REALLOTMENT.—The Secretary may
reallot any amount of any allotment to a
State if the Secretary determines that the
State will be unable to use such amount
within 2 years of such allotment. Such re-
allotments shall be made on the same basis
as allotments are made under paragraph (1).

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:
‘‘(A) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each

of the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

‘‘(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The
term ‘local educational agency’ includes edu-
cational service agencies and consortia of
such agencies.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—Amounts appropriated
under section 4004(2) for a fiscal year may
not be increased above the amounts appro-
priated under such section for the previous
fiscal year unless the amounts appropriated
under section 4004(1) for the fiscal year in-
volved are at least 10 percent greater that
the amounts appropriated under such section
4004(1) for the previous fiscal year.

‘‘SEC. 4112. STATE APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to receive an al-
lotment under section 4111 for any fiscal
year, a State shall submit to the Secretary,
at such time as the Secretary may require,
an application that—

‘‘(1) contains a comprehensive plan for the
use of funds by the State educational agency
and the chief executive officer to provide
safe, orderly, and drug-free schools and com-
munities;

‘‘(2) contains the results of the State’s
needs assessment for drug and violence pre-
vention programs, which shall be based on
the results of on-going State evaluation ac-
tivities, including data on the incidence and
prevalence, age of onset, perception of health
risk, and perception of social disapproval of
drug use and violence by youth in schools
and communities and the prevalence of risk
or protective factors, buffers or assets or
other research-based variables in the school
and community;

‘‘(3) contains assurances that the sections
of the application concerning the funds pro-
vided to the chief executive officer and the
State educational agency were developed to-
gether, with each such officer or State rep-
resentative, in consultation and coordina-
tion with appropriate State officials and oth-
ers, including the chief State school officer,
the chief executive officer, the head of the
State alcohol and drug abuse agency, the
heads of the State health and mental health
agencies, the head of the State criminal jus-
tice planning agency, the head of the State
child welfare agency, the head of the State
board of education, or their designees, and
representatives of parents, students, and
community-based organizations;
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‘‘(4) contains an assurance that the State

will cooperate with, and assist, the Sec-
retary in conducting a national impact eval-
uation of programs required by section
4117(a);

‘‘(5) contains assurances that the State
education agency and the Governor will de-
velop their respective applications in con-
sultation with an advisory council that in-
cludes, to the extent practicable, representa-
tives from school districts, businesses, par-
ents, youth, teachers, administrators, pupil
services personnel, private schools, appro-
priate State agencies, community-based or-
ganization, the medical profession, law en-
forcement, the faith-based community and
other groups with interest and expertise in
alcohol, tobacco, drug, and violence preven-
tion;

‘‘(6) contains assurances that the State
education agency and the Governor involve
the representatives described in paragraph
(5), on an ongoing basis, to review program
evaluations and other relevant material and
make recommendations to the State edu-
cation agency and the Governor on how to
improve their respective alcohol, tobacco,
drug, and violence prevention programs;

‘‘(7) contains a list of the State’s results-
based performance measures for drug and vi-
olence prevention, that shall—

‘‘(A) be focused on student behavior and at-
titudes and be derived from the needs assess-
ment;

‘‘(B) include targets and due dates for the
attainment of such performance measures;
and

‘‘(C) include a description of the proce-
dures that the State will use to inform local
educational agencies of such performance
measures for assessing and publicly report-
ing progress toward meeting such measures
or revising them as needed; and

‘‘(8) includes any other information the
Secretary may require.

‘‘(b) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY FUNDS.—
A State’s application under this section shall
also contain a comprehensive plan for the
use of funds under section 4113(a) by the
State educational agency that includes—

‘‘(1) a plan for monitoring the implementa-
tion of, and providing technical assistance
regarding, the drug and violence prevention
programs conducted by local educational
agencies in accordance with section 4116

‘‘(2) a description of how the State edu-
cational agency will use funds under section
4113(b), including how the agency will re-
ceive input from parents regarding the use of
such funds;

‘‘(3) a description of how the State edu-
cational agency will coordinate such agen-
cy’s activities under this part with the chief
executive officer’s drug and violence preven-
tion programs under this part and with the
prevention efforts of other State agencies;
and

‘‘(4) a description of the procedures the
State educational agency will use to review
applications from and allocate funding to
local educational agencies under section 4115
and how such review will receive input from
parents.

‘‘(c) GOVERNOR’S FUNDS.—A State’s appli-
cation under this section shall also contain a
comprehensive plan for the use of funds
under section 4114(a) by the chief executive
officer that includes, with respect to each ac-
tivity to be carried out by the State—

‘‘(1) a description of how the chief execu-
tive officer will coordinate such officer’s ac-
tivities under this part with the State edu-
cational agency and other State agencies
and organizations involved with drug and vi-
olence prevention efforts;

‘‘(2) a description of how funds reserved
under section 4114(a) will be used so as not to
duplicate the efforts of the State educational

agency and local educational agencies with
regard to the provision of school-based pre-
vention efforts and services and how those
funds will be used to serve populations not
normally served by the State educational
agency, such as school dropouts and youth in
detention centers;

‘‘(3) a description of how the chief execu-
tive officer will award funds under section
4114(a) and a plan for monitoring the per-
formance of, and providing technical assist-
ance to, recipients of such funds;

‘‘(4) a description of the special outreach
activities that will be carried out to maxi-
mize the participation of community-based
nonprofit organizations of demonstrated ef-
fectiveness which provide services in low-in-
come communities;

‘‘(5) a description of how funds will be used
to support community-wide comprehensive
drug and violence prevention planning and
community mobilization activities; and

‘‘(6) a specific description of how input
from parents will be sought regarding the
use of funds under section 4114(a).

‘‘(d) PEER REVIEW.—The Secretary shall
use a peer review process in reviewing State
applications under this section.

‘‘(e) INTERIM APPLICATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provisions of this section,
a State may submit for fiscal year 2001 a 1-
year interim application and plan for the use
of funds under this part that are consistent
with the requirements of this section and
contain such information as the Secretary
may specify in regulations. The purpose of
such interim application and plan shall be to
afford the State the opportunity to fully de-
velop and review such State’s application
and comprehensive plan otherwise required
by this section. A State may not receive a
grant under this part for a fiscal year subse-
quent to fiscal year 2001 unless the Secretary
has approved such State’s application and
comprehensive plan in accordance with this
part.
‘‘SEC. 4113. STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL

AGENCY PROGRAMS.
‘‘(a) USE OF FUNDS.—An amount equal to 80

percent of the total amount allocated to a
State under section 4111 for each fiscal year
shall be used by the State educational agen-
cy and its local educational agencies for drug
and violence prevention activities in accord-
ance with this section.

‘‘(b) STATE LEVEL PROGRAMS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational

agency shall use not more than 5 percent of
the amount available under subsection (a)
for activities such as—

‘‘(A) voluntary training and technical as-
sistance concerning drug and violence pre-
vention for local educational agencies and
educational service agencies, including
teachers, administrators, coaches and ath-
letic directors, other staff, parents, students,
community leaders, health service providers,
local law enforcement officials, and judicial
officials;

‘‘(B) the development, identification, dis-
semination, and evaluation of the most read-
ily available, accurate, and up-to-date drug
and violence prevention curriculum mate-
rials (including videotapes, software, and
other technology-based learning resources),
for consideration by local educational agen-
cies;

‘‘(C) making available to local educational
agencies cost effective research-based pro-
grams for youth violence and drug abuse pre-
vention;

‘‘(D) demonstration projects in drug and
violence prevention, including service-learn-
ing projects;

‘‘(E) training, technical assistance, and
demonstration projects to address violence
associated with prejudice and intolerance;

‘‘(F) financial assistance to enhance re-
sources available for drug and violence pre-
vention in areas serving large numbers of
economically disadvantaged children or
sparsely populated areas, or to meet other
special needs consistent with the purposes of
this part; and

‘‘(G) the evaluation of activities carried
out within the State under this part.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—A State educational
agency may carry out activities under this
subsection directly, or through grants or
contracts.

‘‘(c) STATE ADMINISTRATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational

agency may use not more than 5 percent of
the amount reserved under subsection (a) for
the administrative costs of carrying out its
responsibilities under this part.

‘‘(2) UNIFORM MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
AND REPORTING SYSTEM.—In carrying out its
responsibilities under this part, a State shall
implement a uniform management informa-
tion and reporting system that includes in-
formation on the types of curricula, pro-
grams and services provided by the State,
Governor, local education agencies, and
other recipients of funds under this title.

‘‘(d) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY PRO-
GRAMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational
agency shall distribute not less than 91 per-
cent of the amount made available under
subsection (a) for each fiscal year to local
educational agencies in accordance with this
subsection.

‘‘(2) DISTRIBUTION.—A State educational
agency shall distribute amounts under para-
graph (1) in accordance with any one of the
following subparagraphs:

‘‘(A) ENROLLMENT AND COMBINATION AP-
PROACH.—Of the amount distributed under
paragraph (1), a State educational agency
shall distribute

‘‘(i) at least 70 percent of such amount to
local educational agencies, based on the rel-
ative enrollments in public and private non-
profit elementary and secondary schools
within the boundaries of such agencies; and

‘‘(ii) not to exceed 30 percent of any
amounts remaining after amounts are dis-
tributed under clause (i)—

‘‘(I) to each local educational agency in an
amount determined appropriate by the State
education agency; or

‘‘(II) to local educational agencies that the
State education agency determines have the
greatest need for additional funds to carry
out drug and violence prevention programs
authorized by this part.

‘‘(B) COMPETITIVE AND NEED APPROACH.—Of
the amount distributed under paragraph (1),
a State educational agency shall distribute

‘‘(i) not to exceed 70 percent of such
amount to local educational agencies that
the State agency determines, through a com-
petitive process, have the greatest need for
funds to carry out drug and violence preven-
tion programs based on criteria established
by the State agency and authorized under
this part; and

‘‘(ii) at least 30 percent of any amounts re-
maining after amounts are distributed under
clause (i) to local education agencies that
the State agency determines have a need for
additional funds to carry out the program
authorized under this part.

‘‘(3) CONSIDERATION OF OBJECTIVE DATA.—
For purposes of paragraph (2), in determining
which local educational agencies have the
greatest need for funds, the State edu-
cational agency shall consider objective data
which may include—

‘‘(A) high or increasing rates of alcohol or
drug use among youth;

‘‘(B) high or increasing rates of victimiza-
tion of youth by violence and crime;
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‘‘(C) high or increasing rates of arrests and

convictions of youth for violent or drug- or
alcohol-related crime;

‘‘(D) the extent of illegal gang activity;
‘‘(E) high or increasing incidence of vio-

lence associated with prejudice and intoler-
ance;

‘‘(F) high or increasing rates of referrals of
youths to drug and alcohol abuse treatment
and rehabilitation programs;

‘‘(G) high or increasing rates of referrals of
youths to juvenile court;

‘‘(H) high or increasing rates of expulsions
and suspensions of students from schools;

‘‘(I) high or increasing rates of reported
cases of child abuse and domestic violence;
and

‘‘(J) high or increasing rates of drug re-
lated emergencies or deaths.

‘‘(e) REALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—If a local
educational agency chooses not to apply to
receive the amount allocated to such agency
under subsection (d), or if such agency’s ap-
plication under section 4115 is disapproved by
the State educational agency, the State edu-
cational agency shall reallocate such
amount to one or more of its other local edu-
cational agencies.

‘‘(f) RETURN OF FUNDS TO STATE EDU-
CATIONAL AGENCY; REALLOCATION.—

‘‘(1) RETURN.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), upon the expiration of the 1-year
period beginning on the date that a local
educational agency or educational service
agency under this title receives its alloca-
tion under this title—

‘‘(A) such agency shall return to the State
educational agency any funds from such allo-
cation that remain unobligated; and

‘‘(B) the State educational agency shall re-
allocate any such amount to local edu-
cational agencies or educational service
agencies that have plans for using such
amount for programs or activities on a time-
ly basis.

‘‘(2) REALLOCATION.—In any fiscal year, a
local educational agency, may retain for ob-
ligation in the succeeding fiscal year—

‘‘(A) an amount equal to not more than 25
percent of the allocation it receives under
this title for such fiscal year; or

‘‘(B) upon a demonstration of good cause
by such agency or consortium, a greater
amount approved by the State educational
agency.
‘‘SEC. 4114. GOVERNOR’S PROGRAMS.

‘‘(a) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An amount equal to 20

percent of the total amount allocated to a
State under section 4111(b)(1) for each fiscal
year shall be used by the chief executive offi-
cer of such State for drug and violence pre-
vention programs and activities in accord-
ance with this section.

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A chief execu-
tive officer may use not more than 5 percent
of the 20 percent described in paragraph (1)
for the administrative costs incurred in car-
rying out the duties of such officer under
this section. The chief executive officer of a
State may use amounts under this paragraph
to award grants to State, county, or local
law enforcement agencies, including district
attorneys, in consultation with local edu-
cation agencies or community-based agen-
cies, for the purposes of carrying out drug
abuse and violence prevention activities.

‘‘(b) STATE PLAN.—Amounts shall be used
under this section in accordance with a
State plan submitted by the chief executive
office of the State. Such State plan shall
contain—

‘‘(1) an objective analysis of the current
use (and consequences of such use) of alco-
hol, tobacco, and controlled, illegal, addict-
ive or harmful substances as well as the vio-
lence, safety, and discipline problems among

students who attend schools in the State (in-
cluding private school students who partici-
pate in the States’s drug and violence pre-
vention programs) that is based on ongoing
local assessment or evaluation activities;

‘‘(2) an analysis, based on data reasonably
available at the time, of the prevalence of
risk or protective factors, buffers or assets
or other research-based variables in schools
and communities in the State;

‘‘(3) a description of the research-based
strategies and programs, which shall be used
to prevent or reduce drug use, violence, or
disruptive behavior, which shall include—

‘‘(A) a specification of the objectively
measurable goals, objectives, and activities
for the program;

‘‘(B) a specification for how risk factors, if
any, which have been identified will be tar-
geted through research-based programs; and

‘‘(C) a specification for how protective fac-
tors, buffers, or assets, if any, will be tar-
geted through research-based programs;

‘‘(4) a specification for the method or
methods by which measurements of program
goals will be achieved; and

‘‘(5) a specification for how the evaluation
of the effectiveness of the prevention pro-
gram will be assessed and how the results
will be used to refine, improve, and strength-
en the program.

‘‘(c) PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A chief executive officer

shall use funds made available under sub-
section (a)(1) directly for grants to or con-
tracts with parent groups, schools, commu-
nity action and job training agencies, com-
munity-based organizations, community
anti-drug coalitions, law enforcement edu-
cation partnerships, and other public enti-
ties and private nonprofit organizations and
consortia thereof. In making such grants and
contracts, a chief executive officer shall give
priority to programs and activities described
in subsection (d) for—

‘‘(A) children and youth who are not nor-
mally served by State or local educational
agencies; or

‘‘(B) populations that need special services
or additional resources (such as preschoolers,
youth in juvenile detention facilities, run-
away or homeless children and youth, preg-
nant and parenting teenagers, and school
dropouts).

‘‘(2) PEER REVIEW.—Grants or contracts
awarded under this subsection shall be sub-
ject to a peer review process.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Grants and
contracts under subsection (c) shall be used
to carry out the comprehensive State plan as
required under section 4112(a)(1) through pro-
grams and activities such as—

‘‘(1) disseminating information about drug
and violence prevention;

‘‘(2) the voluntary training of parents, law
enforcement officials, judicial officials, so-
cial service providers, health service pro-
viders and community leaders about drug
and violence prevention, health education
(as it relates to drug and violence preven-
tion), early intervention, pupil services, or
rehabilitation referral;

‘‘(3) developing and implementing com-
prehensive, community-based drug and vio-
lence prevention programs that link commu-
nity resources with schools and integrate
services involving education, vocational and
job skills training and placement, law en-
forcement, health, mental health, commu-
nity service, service-learning, mentoring,
and other appropriate services;

‘‘(4) planning and implementing drug and
violence prevention activities that coordi-
nate the efforts of State agencies with ef-
forts of the State educational agency and its
local educational agencies;

‘‘(5) activities to protect students traveling
to and from school;

‘‘(6) before-and-after school recreational,
instructional, cultural, and artistic pro-
grams that encourage drug- and violence-
free lifestyles;

‘‘(7) activities that promote the awareness
of and sensitivity to alternatives to violence
through courses of study that include related
issues of intolerance and hatred in history;

‘‘(8) developing and implementing activi-
ties to prevent and reduce violence associ-
ated with prejudice and intolerance;

‘‘(9) developing and implementing strate-
gies to prevent illegal gang activity;

‘‘(10) coordinating and conducting school
and community-wide violence and safety and
drug abuse assessments and surveys;

‘‘(11) service-learning projects that encour-
age drug- and violence-free lifestyles;

‘‘(12) evaluating programs and activities
assisted under this section;

‘‘(13) developing and implementing commu-
nity mobilization activities to undertake en-
vironmental change strategies related to
substance abuse and violence; and

‘‘(14) partnerships between local law en-
forcement agencies, including district attor-
neys, and local education agencies or com-
munity-based agencies.
‘‘SEC. 4115. LOCAL APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to

receive a distribution under section 4113(d)
for any fiscal year, a local educational agen-
cy shall submit, at such time as the State
educational agency requires, an application
to the State educational agency for ap-
proval. Such an application shall be amend-
ed, as necessary, to reflect changes in the
local educational agency’s program.

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT.—
‘‘(A) CONSULTATION.—A local educational

agency shall develop its application under
subsection (a)(1) in consultation with a local
or substate regional advisory council that
includes, to the extent possible, representa-
tives of local government, business, parents,
students, teachers, pupil services personnel,
appropriate State agencies, private schools,
the medical profession, law enforcement,
community-based organizations, and other
groups with interest and expertise in drug
and violence prevention.

‘‘(B) DUTIES OF ADVISORY COUNCIL.—In addi-
tion to assisting the local educational agen-
cy to develop an application under this sec-
tion, the advisory council established or des-
ignated under subparagraph (A) shall, on an
ongoing basis—

‘‘(i) disseminate information about re-
search-based drug and violence prevention
programs, projects, and activities conducted
within the boundaries of the local edu-
cational agency;

‘‘(ii) advise the local educational agency
regarding how best to coordinate such agen-
cy’s activities under this part with other re-
lated programs, projects, and activities;

‘‘(iii) ensure that a mechanism is in place
to enable local educational agencies to have
access to up-to-date information concerning
the agencies that administer related pro-
grams, projects, and activities and any
changes in the law that alter the duties of
the local educational agencies with respect
to activities conducted under this part; and

‘‘(iv) review program evaluations and other
relevant material and make recommenda-
tions on an active and ongoing basis to the
local educational agency on how to improve
such agency’s drug and violence prevention
programs.

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATIONS.—An appli-
cation under this section shall contain—

‘‘(1) an objective analysis of the current
use (and consequences of such use) of alco-
hol, tobacco, and controlled, illegal, addict-
ive or harmful substances as well as the vio-
lence, safety, and discipline problems among
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students who attend the schools of the appli-
cant (including private school students who
participate in the applicant’s drug and vio-
lence prevention program) that is based on
ongoing local assessment or evaluation ac-
tivities;

‘‘(2) an analysis, based on data reasonably
available at the time, of the prevalence of
risk or protective factors, buffers or assets
or other research-based variables in the
school and community;

‘‘(3) a description of the research-based
strategies and programs, which shall be used
to prevent or reduce drug use, violence, or
disruptive behavior, which shall include—

‘‘(A) a specification of the objectively
measurable goals, objectives, and activities
for the program, which shall include—

‘‘(i) reductions in the use of alcohol, to-
bacco, and illicit drugs and violence by
youth;

‘‘(ii) specific reductions in the prevalence
of identified risk factors;

‘‘(iii) specific increases in the prevalence of
protective factors, buffers, or assets if any
have been identified; or

‘‘(iv) other research-based goals, objec-
tives, and activities that are identified as
part of the application that are not other-
wise covered under clauses (i) through (iii);

‘‘(B) a specification for how risk factors, if
any, which have been identified will be tar-
geted through research-based programs; and

‘‘(C) a specification for how protective fac-
tors, buffers, or assets, if any, will be tar-
geted through research-based programs;

‘‘(4) a specification for the method or
methods by which measurements of program
goals will be achieved;

‘‘(5) a specification for how the evaluation
of the effectiveness of the prevention pro-
gram will be assessed and how the results
will be used to refine, improve, and strength-
en the program;

‘‘(6) an assurance that the applicant has, or
the schools to be served have, a plan for
keeping schools safe and drug-free that in-
cludes—

‘‘(A) appropriate and effective discipline
policies that prohibit disorderly conduct, the
possession of firearms and other weapons,
and the illegal use, possession, distribution,
and sale of tobacco, alcohol, and other drugs
by students;

‘‘(B) security procedures at school and
while students are on the way to and from
school;

‘‘(C) prevention activities that are de-
signed to create and maintain safe, dis-
ciplined, and drug-free environments; and

‘‘(D) a crisis management plan for respond-
ing to violent or traumatic incidents on
school grounds; and

‘‘(7) such other information and assurances
as the State educational agency may reason-
ably require.

‘‘(c) REVIEW OF APPLICATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In reviewing local appli-

cations under this section, a State edu-
cational agency shall use a peer review proc-
ess or other methods of assuring the quality
of such applications.

‘‘(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In determining whether

to approve the application of a local edu-
cational agency under this section, a State
educational agency shall consider the qual-
ity of the local educational agency’s com-
prehensive plan under subsection (b)(6) and
the extent to which the proposed plan pro-
vides a thorough assessment of the substance
abuse and violence problem, uses objective
data and the knowledge of a wide range of
community members, develops measurable
goals and objectives, and implements re-
search-based programs that have been shown
to be effective and meet identified needs.

‘‘(B) DISAPPROVAL.—A State educational
agency may disapprove a local educational
agency application under this section in
whole or in part and may withhold, limit, or
place restrictions on the use of funds allot-
ted to such a local educational agency in a
manner the State educational agency deter-
mines will best promote the purposes of this
part, except that a local educational agency
shall be afforded an opportunity to appeal
any such disapproval.
‘‘SEC. 4116. LOCAL DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVEN-

TION PROGRAMS.
‘‘(a) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—A local edu-

cational agency shall use funds received
under this part to adopt and carry out a
comprehensive drug and violence prevention
program which shall—

‘‘(1) be designed, for all students and school
employees, to—

‘‘(A) prevent the use, possession, and dis-
tribution of tobacco, alcohol, and illegal
drugs by students and to prevent the illegal
use, possession, and distribution of such sub-
stances by school employees;

‘‘(B) prevent violence and promote school
safety; and

‘‘(C) create a disciplined environment con-
ducive to learning;

‘‘(2) include activities to promote the in-
volvement of parents and coordination with
community groups and agencies, including
the distribution of information about the
local educational agency’s needs, goals, and
programs under this part;

‘‘(3) implement activities which shall only
include—

‘‘(A) a thorough assessment of the sub-
stance abuse violence problem, using objec-
tive data and the knowledge of a wide range
of community members;

‘‘(B) the development of measurable goals
and objectives;

‘‘(C) the implementation of research-based
programs that have been shown to be effec-
tive and meet identified goals; and

‘‘(D) an evaluation of program activities;
and

‘‘(4) implement prevention programming
activities within the context of a research-
based prevention framework.

‘‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—A comprehensive, age-
appropriate, developmentally-, and research-
based drug and violence prevention program
carried out under this part may include—

‘‘(1) drug or violence prevention and edu-
cation programs for all students, from the
preschool level through grade 12, that ad-
dress the legal, social, personal and health
consequences of the use of illegal drugs or vi-
olence, promote a sense of individual respon-
sibility, and provide information about effec-
tive techniques for resisting peer pressure to
use illegal drugs;

‘‘(2) programs of drug or violence preven-
tion, health education (as it relates to drug
and violence prevention), early intervention,
pupil services, mentoring, or rehabilitation
referral, which emphasize students’ sense of
individual responsibility and which may in-
clude—

‘‘(A) the dissemination of information
about drug or violence prevention;

‘‘(B) the professional development or vol-
untary training of school personnel, parents,
students, law enforcement officials, judicial
officials, health service providers and com-
munity leaders in prevention, education,
early intervention, pupil services or rehabili-
tation referral; and

‘‘(C) the implementation of strategies, in-
cluding strategies to integrate the delivery
of services from a variety of providers, to
combat illegal alcohol, tobacco and drug use,
such as—

‘‘(i) family counseling; and
‘‘(ii) activities, such as community service

and service-learning projects, that are de-

signed to increase students’ sense of commu-
nity;

‘‘(3) age-appropriate, developmentally
based violence prevention and education pro-
grams for all students, from the preschool
level through grade 12, that address the
legal, health, personal, and social con-
sequences of violent and disruptive behavior,
including sexual harassment and abuse, and
victimization associated with prejudice and
intolerance, and that include activities de-
signed to help students develop a sense of in-
dividual responsibility and respect for the
rights of others, and to resolve conflicts
without violence, or otherwise decrease the
prevalence of risk factors or increase the
prevalence of protective factors, buffers, or
assets in the community;

‘‘(4) violence prevention programs for
school-aged youth, which emphasize stu-
dents’ sense of individual responsibility and
may include—

‘‘(A) the dissemination of information
about school safety and discipline;

‘‘(B) the professional development or vol-
untary training of school personnel, parents,
students, law enforcement officials, judicial
officials, and community leaders in design-
ing and implementing strategies to prevent
school violence;

‘‘(C) the implementation of strategies,
such as conflict resolution and peer medi-
ation, student outreach efforts against vio-
lence, anti-crime youth councils (which
work with school and community-based or-
ganizations to discuss and develop crime pre-
vention strategies), and the use of mentoring
programs, to combat school violence and
other forms of disruptive behavior, such as
sexual harassment and abuse; and

‘‘(D) the development and implementation
of character education programs, as a com-
ponent of a comprehensive drug or violence
prevention program, that are tailored by
communities, parents and schools; and

‘‘(E) comprehensive, community-wide
strategies to prevent or reduce illegal gang
activities and drug use;

‘‘(5) supporting ‘safe zones of passage’ for
students between home and school through
such measures as Drug- and Weapon-Free
School Zones, enhanced law enforcement,
and neighborhood patrols;

‘‘(6) the acquisition or hiring of school se-
curity equipment, technologies, personnel,
or services such as—

‘‘(A) metal detectors;
‘‘(B) electronic locks;
‘‘(C) surveillance cameras; and
‘‘(D) other drug and violence prevention-re-

lated equipment and technologies;
‘‘(7) professional development for teachers

and other staff and curricula that promote
the awareness of and sensitivity to alter-
natives to violence through courses of study
that include related issues of intolerance and
hatred in history;

‘‘(8) the promotion of before-and-after
school recreational, instructional, cultural,
and artistic programs in supervised commu-
nity settings;

‘‘(9) other research-based prevention pro-
gramming that is—

‘‘(A) effective in reducing the prevalence of
alcohol, tobacco or drug use, and violence in
youth;

‘‘(B) effective in reducing the prevalence of
risk factors predictive of increased alcohol,
tobacco or drug use, and violence; or

‘‘(C) effective in increasing the prevalence
of protective factors, buffers, and assets pre-
dictive of decreased alcohol, tobacco or drug
use and violence among youth;

‘‘(10) the collection of objective data used
to assess program needs, program implemen-
tation, or program success in achieving pro-
gram goals and objectives;
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‘‘(11) community involvement activities in-

cluding community mobilization;
‘‘(12) voluntary parental involvement and

training;
‘‘(13) the evaluation of any of the activities

authorized under this subsection;
‘‘(14) the provision of mental health coun-

seling (by qualified counselors) to students
for drug or violence related problems;

‘‘(15) consistent with the fourth amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States, the testing of a student for illegal
drug use or inspecting a student’s locker for
guns, explosives, other weapons, or illegal
drugs, including at the request of or with the
consent of a parent or legal guardian of the
student, if the local educational agency
elects to so test or inspect; and

‘‘(16) the conduct of a nationwide back-
ground check of each local educational agen-
cy employee (regardless of when hired) and
prospective employees for the purpose of de-
termining whether the employee or prospec-
tive employee has been convicted of a crime
that bears upon the employee’s or prospec-
tive employee’s fitness—

‘‘(A) to have responsibility for the safety
or well-being of children;

‘‘(B) to serve in the particular capacity in
which the employee or prospective employee
is or will be employed; or

‘‘(C) to otherwise be employed at all by the
local educational agency.

‘‘(c) LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 20 percent

of the funds made available to a local edu-
cational agency under this part may be used
to carry out the activities described in para-
graphs (5) and (6) of subsection (b).

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—A local educational
agency shall only be able to use funds re-
ceived under this part for activities de-
scribed in paragraphs (5) and (6) of sub-
section (b) if funding for such activities is
not received from other Federal agencies.

‘‘(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to prohibit
the use of funds under this part by any local
educational agency or school for the estab-
lishment or implementation of a school uni-
form policy so long as such policy is part of
the overall comprehensive drug and violence
prevention plan of the State involved and is
supported by the State’s needs assessment
and other research-based information.
‘‘SEC. 4117. EVALUATION AND REPORTING.

‘‘(a) IMPACT EVALUATION.—
‘‘(1) BIENNIAL EVALUATION.—The Secretary,

in consultation with the National Advisory
Committee, shall conduct an independent bi-
ennial evaluation of the impact of programs
assisted under this part and of other recent
and new initiatives to combat violence in
schools. The evaluation shall report on—

‘‘(A) whether funded community and local
education agency programs—

‘‘(i) provided a thorough assessment of the
substance abuse and violence problem;

‘‘(ii) used objective data and the knowledge
of a wide range of community members;

‘‘(iii) developed measurable goals and ob-
jectives; and

‘‘(iv) implemented research-based pro-
grams that have been shown to be effective
and meet identified needs;

‘‘(v) conducted periodic program evalua-
tions to assess progress made towards
achieving program goals and objectives and
whether they used evaluations to improve
program goals, objectives and activities;

‘‘(B) whether funded community and local
education agency programs have been de-
signed and implemented in a manner that
specifically targets, if relevant to the pro-
gram—

‘‘(i) research-based variables that are pre-
dictive of drug use or violence;

‘‘(ii) risk factors that are predictive of an
increased likelihood that young people will
use drugs, alcohol or tobacco or engage in vi-
olence or drop out of school; or

‘‘(iii) protective factors, buffers, or assets
that are known to protect children and
youth from exposure to risk, either by reduc-
ing the exposure to risk factors or by chang-
ing the way the young person responds to
risk, and to increase the likelihood of posi-
tive youth development;

‘‘(C) whether funded community and local
education agency programs have appreciably
reduced the level of drug, alcohol and to-
bacco use and school violence and the pres-
ence of firearms at schools; and

‘‘(D) whether funded community and local
educational agency programs have con-
ducted effective parent involvement and vol-
untary training programs.

‘‘(2) DATA COLLECTION.—The National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics shall collect
data to determine the incidence and preva-
lence of social disapproval of drug use and vi-
olence in elementary and secondary schools
in the States.

‘‘(3) BIENNIAL REPORT.—Not later than Jan-
uary 1, 2003, and every 2 years thereafter, the
Secretary shall submit to the President and
Congress a report on the findings of the eval-
uation conducted under paragraph (1) to-
gether with the data collected under para-
graph (2) and data available from other
sources on the incidence and prevalence, age
of onset, perception of health risk, and per-
ception of social disapproval of drug use in
elementary and secondary schools in the
States. The Secretary shall include data sub-
mitted by the States pursuant to subsection
(b)(2)(B).

‘‘(b) STATE REPORT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—By December 1, 2002, and

every 2 years thereafter, the chief executive
officer of the State, in cooperation with the
State educational agency, shall submit to
the Secretary a report—

‘‘(A) on the implementation and outcomes
of State programs under section 4114 and sec-
tion 4113(b) and local educational agency
programs under section 4113(d), as well as an
assessment of their effectiveness;

‘‘(B) on the State’s progress toward attain-
ing its goals for drug and violence prevention
under subsections (b)(1) and (c)(1) of section
4112; and

‘‘(C) on the State’s efforts to inform par-
ents of, and include parents in, violence and
drug prevention efforts.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The report required by
this subsection shall be—

‘‘(A) in the form specified by the Sec-
retary;

‘‘(B) based on the State’s ongoing evalua-
tion activities, and shall include data on the
incidence and prevalence, age of onset, per-
ception of health risk, and perception of so-
cial disapproval of drug use and violence by
youth in schools and communities; and

‘‘(C) made readily available to the public.
‘‘(c) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY REPORT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational

agency receiving funds under this part shall
submit to the State educational agency such
information that the State requires to com-
plete the State report required by subsection
(b), including a description of how parents
were informed of, and participated in, vio-
lence and drug prevention efforts.

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—Information under
paragraph (1) shall be made readily available
to the public.

‘‘(3) PROVISION OF DOCUMENTATION.—Not
later than January 1 of each year that a
State is required to report under subsection
(b), the Secretary shall provide to the State
education agency all of the necessary docu-
mentation required for compliance with this
section.

‘‘SEC. 4118. PROGRAMS FOR NATIVE HAWAIIANS.
‘‘(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—From the funds

made available pursuant to section 4111(a)(4)
to carry out this section, the Secretary shall
make grants to or enter into cooperative
agreements or contracts with organizations
primarily serving and representing Native
Hawaiians which are recognized by the Gov-
ernor of the State of Hawaii to plan, con-
duct, and administer programs, or portions
thereof, which are authorized by and con-
sistent with the provisions of this title for
the benefit of Native Hawaiians.

‘‘(b) DEFINITION OF NATIVE HAWAIIAN.—For
the purposes of this section, the term ‘Native
Hawaiian’ means any individual any of
whose ancestors were natives, prior to 1778,
of the area which now comprises the State of
Hawaii.

‘‘PART B—NATIONAL PROGRAMS
‘‘SEC. 4121. FEDERAL ACTIVITIES.

‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From funds
made available to carry out this part under
section 4004(2), the Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, the Director of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, and the Attor-
ney General, shall carry out programs to
prevent the illegal use of drugs and violence
among, and promote safety and discipline
for, students at all educational levels from
preschool through the post-secondary level.
The Secretary shall carry out such programs
directly, or through grants, contracts, or co-
operative agreements with public and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations and individuals,
or through agreements with other Federal
agencies, and shall coordinate such programs
with other appropriate Federal activities.
Such programs may include—

‘‘(1) the development and demonstration of
innovative strategies for the voluntary
training of school personnel, parents, and
members of the community, including the
demonstration of model preservice training
programs for prospective school personnel;

‘‘(2) demonstrations and rigorous evalua-
tions of innovative approaches to drug and
violence prevention;

‘‘(3) the provision of information on drug
abuse education and prevention to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services for dis-
semination by the clearinghouse for alcohol
and drug abuse information established
under section 501(d)(16) of the Public Health
Service Act;

‘‘(4) the development of curricula related
to child abuse prevention and education and
the training of personnel to teach child
abuse education and prevention to elemen-
tary and secondary schoolchildren;

‘‘(5) program evaluations in accordance
with section 10201 that address issues not ad-
dressed under section 4117(a);

‘‘(6) direct services to schools and school
systems afflicted with especially severe drug
and violence problems or to support crisis
situations and appropriate response efforts;

‘‘(7) activities in communities designated
as empowerment zones or enterprise commu-
nities that will connect schools to commu-
nity-wide efforts to reduce drug and violence
problems;

‘‘(8) developing and disseminating drug and
violence prevention materials, including
video-based projects and model curricula;

‘‘(9) developing and implementing a com-
prehensive violence prevention strategy for
schools and communities, that may include
conflict resolution, peer mediation, the
teaching of law and legal concepts, and other
activities designed to stop violence;

‘‘(10) the implementation of innovative ac-
tivities, such as community service and serv-
ice-learning projects, designed to rebuild
safe and healthy neighborhoods and increase
students’ sense of individual responsibility;
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‘‘(11) grants to noncommercial tele-

communications entities for the production
and distribution of national video-based
projects that provide young people with
models for conflict resolution and respon-
sible decisionmaking;

‘‘(12) the development of education and
training programs, curricula, instructional
materials, and professional training and de-
velopment for preventing and reducing the
incidence of crimes and conflicts motivated
by hate in localities most directly affected
by hate crimes; and

‘‘(13) other activities that meet unmet na-
tional needs related to the purposes of this
title.

‘‘(b) PEER REVIEW.—The Secretary shall
use a peer review process in reviewing appli-
cations for funds under this section.
‘‘SEC. 4122. NATIONAL COORDINATOR PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts available
to carry out this section under section
4004(3), the Secretary shall provide for the
establishment of a National Coordinator
Program under which the Secretary shall
award grants to local education agencies for
the hiring of drug prevention and school
safety program coordinators.

‘‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts received
under a grant under subsection (a) shall be
used by local education agencies to recruit,
hire, and train individuals to serve as drug
prevention and school safety program coordi-
nators in schools with significant drug and
school safety problems. Such coordinators
shall be responsible for developing, con-
ducting, and analyzing assessments of drug
and crime problems at their schools, and ad-
ministering the safe and drug free grant pro-
gram at such schools.
‘‘SEC. 4123. SAFE AND DRUG FREE SCHOOLS AND

COMMUNITIES ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby estab-

lished an advisory committee to be known as
the ‘Safe and Drug Free Schools and Commu-
nities Advisory Committee’ (referred to in
this section as the ‘Advisory Committee’)
to—

‘‘(A) consult with the Secretary under sub-
section (b);

‘‘(B) coordinate Federal school- and com-
munity-based substance abuse and violence
prevention programs and reduce duplicative
research or services;

‘‘(C) develop core data sets and evaluation
protocols for safe and drug free school- and
community-based programs;

‘‘(D) provide technical assistance and
training for safe and drug free school- and
community-based programs;

‘‘(E) provide for the diffusion of research-
based safe and drug free school- and commu-
nity-based programs; and

‘‘(F) review other regulations and stand-
ards developed under this title.

‘‘(2) COMPOSITION.—The Advisory Com-
mittee shall be composed of representatives
from—

‘‘(A) the Department of Education,
‘‘(B) the Centers for Disease Control and

Prevention;
‘‘(C) the National Institute on Drug Abuse;
‘‘(D) the National Institute on Alcoholism

and Alcohol Abuse;
‘‘(E) the Center for Substance Abuse Pre-

vention;
‘‘(F) the Center for Mental Health Serv-

ices;
‘‘(G) the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-

linquency Prevention;
‘‘(H) the Office of National Drug Control

Policy; and
‘‘(I) State and local governments, includ-

ing education agencies.
‘‘(3) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out its du-

ties under this section, the Advisory Com-

mittee shall annually consult with inter-
ested State and local coordinators of school-
and community-based substance abuse and
violence prevention programs and other in-
terested groups.

‘‘(b) PROGRAMS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts made

available under section 4004(2) to carry out
this part, the Secretary, in consultation
with the Advisory Committee, shall carry
out research-based programs to strengthen
the accountability and effectiveness of the
State, Governor’s, and national programs
under this title.

‘‘(2) GRANTS, CONTRACTS OR COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary shall carry out
paragraph (1) directly or through grants,
contracts, or cooperative agreements with
public and nonprofit private organizations
and individuals or through agreements with
other Federal agencies.

‘‘(3) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall
coordinate programs under this section with
other appropriate Federal activities.

‘‘(4) ACTIVITIES.—Activities that may be
carried out under programs funded under
this section may include—

‘‘(A) the provision of technical assistance
and training, in collaboration with other
Federal agencies utilizing their expertise
and national and regional training systems,
for Governors, State education agencies and
local education agencies to support high
quality, effective programs that—

‘‘(i) provide a thorough assessment of the
substance abuse and violence problem;

‘‘(ii) utilize objective data and the knowl-
edge of a wide range of community members;

‘‘(iii) develop measurable goals and objec-
tives; and

‘‘(iv) implement research-based activities
that have been shown to be effective and
that meet identified needs;

‘‘(B) the provision of technical assistance
and training to foster program account-
ability;

‘‘(C) the diffusion and dissemination of
best practices and programs;

‘‘(D) the development of core data sets and
evaluation tools;

‘‘(E) program evaluations;
‘‘(F) the provision of information on drug

abuse education and prevention to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services for dis-
semination by the Clearinghouse for Alcohol
and Drug Abuse Information established
under section 501(d)(16) of the Public Health
Service Act; and

‘‘(G) other activities that meet unmet
needs related to the purposes of this title
and that are undertaken in consultation
with the Advisory Committee.
‘‘SEC. 4124. HATE CRIME PREVENTION.

‘‘(a) GRANT AUTHORIZATION.—From funds
made available to carry out this part under
section 4004(2) the Secretary may make
grants to local educational agencies and
community-based organizations for the pur-
pose of providing assistance to localities
most directly affected by hate crimes.

‘‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT.—Grants under

this section may be used to improve elemen-
tary and secondary educational efforts, in-
cluding—

‘‘(A) development of education and train-
ing programs designed to prevent and to re-
duce the incidence of crimes and conflicts
motivated by hate;

‘‘(B) development of curricula for the pur-
pose of improving conflict or dispute resolu-
tion skills of students, teachers, and admin-
istrators;

‘‘(C) development and acquisition of equip-
ment and instructional materials to meet
the needs of, or otherwise be part of, hate
crime or conflict programs; and

‘‘(D) professional training and development
for teachers and administrators on the
causes, effects, and resolutions of hate
crimes or hate-based conflicts.

‘‘(2) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to
receive a grant under this section for any fis-
cal year, a local educational agency, or a
local educational agency in conjunction with
a community-based organization, shall sub-
mit an application to the Secretary in such
form and containing such information as the
office may reasonably require.

‘‘(3) REQUIREMENTS.—Each application
under paragraph (2) shall include—

‘‘(A) a request for funds for the purposes
described in this section;

‘‘(B) a description of the schools and com-
munities to be served by the grants; and

‘‘(C) assurances that Federal funds re-
ceived under this section shall be used to
supplement, not supplant, non-Federal funds.

‘‘(4) COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.—Each applica-
tion shall include a comprehensive plan that
contains—

‘‘(A) a description of the hate crime or con-
flict problems within the schools or the com-
munity targeted for assistance;

‘‘(B) a description of the program to be de-
veloped or augmented by such Federal and
matching funds;

‘‘(C) assurances that such program or ac-
tivity shall be administered by or under the
supervision of the applicant;

‘‘(D) proper and efficient administration of
such program; and

‘‘(E) fiscal control and fund accounting
procedures as may be necessary to ensure
prudent use, proper disbursement, and accu-
rate accounting of funds received under this
section.

‘‘(c) AWARD OF GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) SELECTION OF RECIPIENTS.—The Sec-

retary shall consider the incidence of crimes
and conflicts motivated by bias in the tar-
geted schools and communities in awarding
grants under this section.

‘‘(2) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—The Sec-
retary shall attempt, to the extent prac-
ticable, to achieve an equitable geographic
distribution of grant awards.

‘‘(3) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.—The
Secretary shall attempt, to the extent prac-
ticable, to make available information re-
garding successful hate crime prevention
programs, including programs established or
expanded with grants under this section.

‘‘(d) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall submit
to the Congress a report every two years
which shall contain a detailed statement re-
garding grants and awards, activities of
grant recipients, and an evaluation of pro-
grams established under this section.

‘‘PART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS
‘‘SEC. 4131. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this part:
‘‘(1) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATION.—The

term ‘community-based organization’ means
a private nonprofit organization which is
representative of a community or significant
segments of a community and which pro-
vides educational or related services to indi-
viduals in the community.

‘‘(2) DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION.—The
term ‘drug and violence prevention’ means—

‘‘(A) with respect to drugs, prevention,
early intervention, rehabilitation referral, or
education related to the illegal use of alco-
hol and the use of controlled, illegal, addict-
ive, or harmful substances, including
inhalants and anabolic steroids;

‘‘(B) prevention, early intervention, smok-
ing cessation activities, or education, re-
lated to the use of tobacco by children and
youth eligible for services under this title;
and

‘‘(C) with respect to violence, the pro-
motion of school safety, such that students
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and school personnel are free from violent
and disruptive acts, including sexual harass-
ment and abuse, and victimization associ-
ated with prejudice and intolerance, on
school premises, going to and from school,
and at school-sponsored activities, through
the creation and maintenance of a school en-
vironment that is free of weapons and fosters
individual responsibility and respect for the
rights of others.

‘‘(3) HATE CRIME.—The term ‘hate crime’
means a crime as described in section 1(b) of
the Hate Crime Statistics Act of 1990.

‘‘(4) NONPROFIT.—The term ‘nonprofit’, as
applied to a school, agency, organization, or
institution means a school, agency, organi-
zation, or institution owned and operated by
one or more nonprofit corporations or asso-
ciations, no part of the net earnings of which
inures, or may lawfully inure, to the benefit
of any private shareholder or individual.

‘‘(5) OBJECTIVELY MEASURABLE GOALS.—The
term ‘objectively measurable goals’ means
prevention programming goals defined
through use of quantitative epidemiological
data measuring the prevalence of alcohol, to-
bacco, and other drug use, violence, and the
prevalence of risk and protective factors pre-
dictive of these behaviors, collected through
a variety of methods and sources known to
provide high quality data.

‘‘(6) PROTECTIVE FACTOR, BUFFER, OR
ASSET.—The terms ‘protective factor’, ‘buff-
er’, and ‘asset’ mean any one of a number of
the community, school, family, or peer-indi-
vidual domains that are known, through pro-
spective, longitudinal research efforts, or
which are grounded in a well-established the-
oretical model of prevention, and have been
shown to prevent alcohol, tobacco, or illicit
drug use, as well as violent behavior, by
youth in the community, and which promote
positive youth development.

‘‘(7) RISK FACTOR.—The term ‘risk factor’
means any one of a number of characteris-
tics of the community, school, family, or
peer-individual domains that are known,
through prospective, longitudinal research
efforts, to be predictive of alcohol, tobacco,
and illicit drug use, as well as violent behav-
ior, by youth in the school and community.

‘‘(8) SCHOOL-AGED POPULATION.—The term
‘school-aged population’ means the popu-
lation aged five through 17, as determined by
the Secretary on the basis of the most recent
satisfactory data available from the Depart-
ment of Commerce.

‘‘(9) SCHOOL PERSONNEL.—The term ‘school
personnel’ includes teachers, administrators,
counselors, social workers, psychologists,
nurses, librarians, and other support staff
who are employed by a school or who per-
form services for the school on a contractual
basis.
‘‘SEC. 4132. MATERIALS.

‘‘(a) ‘ILLEGAL AND HARMFUL’ MESSAGE.—
Drug prevention programs supported under
this part shall convey a clear and consistent
message that the illegal use of alcohol and
other drugs is illegal and harmful.

‘‘(b) CURRICULUM.—The Secretary shall not
prescribe the use of specific curricula for
programs supported under this part, but may
evaluate the effectiveness of such curricula
and other strategies in drug and violence
prevention.
‘‘SEC. 4133. PROHIBITED USES OF FUNDS.

‘‘No funds under this part may be used
for—

‘‘(1) construction (except for minor remod-
eling needed to accomplish the purposes of
this part); and

‘‘(2) medical services, drug treatment or re-
habilitation, except for pupil services or re-
ferral to treatment for students who are vic-
tims of or witnesses to crime or who use al-
cohol, tobacco, or drugs.

‘‘SEC. 4134. QUALITY RATING.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The chief executive offi-

cer of each State, or in the case of a State in
which the constitution or law of such State
designates another individual, entity, or
agency in the State to be responsible for edu-
cation activities, such individual, entity, or
agency, is authorized and encouraged—

‘‘(1) to establish a standard of quality for
drug, alcohol, and tobacco prevention pro-
grams implemented in public elementary
schools and secondary schools in the State in
accordance with subsection (b); and

‘‘(2) to identify and designate, upon appli-
cation by a public elementary school or sec-
ondary school, any such school that achieves
such standard as a quality program school.

‘‘(b) CRITERIA.—The standard referred to in
subsection (a) shall address, at a minimum—

‘‘(1) a comparison of the rate of illegal use
of drugs, alcohol, and tobacco by students
enrolled in the school for a period of time to
be determined by the chief executive officer
of the State;

‘‘(2) the rate of suspensions or expulsions
of students enrolled in the school for drug,
alcohol, or tobacco-related offenses;

‘‘(3) the effectiveness of the drug, alcohol,
or tobacco prevention program as proven by
research;

‘‘(4) the involvement of parents and com-
munity members in the design of the drug,
alcohol, and tobacco prevention program;
and

‘‘(5) the extent of review of existing com-
munity drug, alcohol, and tobacco preven-
tion programs before implementation of the
public school program.

‘‘(c) REQUEST FOR QUALITY PROGRAM
SCHOOL DESIGNATION.—A school that wishes
to receive a quality program school designa-
tion shall submit a request and documenta-
tion of compliance with this section to the
chief executive officer of the State or the in-
dividual, entity, or agency described in sub-
section (a), as the case may be.

‘‘(d) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION.—Not less than
once a year, the chief executive officer of
each State or the individual, entity, or agen-
cy described in subsection (a), as the case
may be, shall make available to the public a
list of the names of each public school in the
State that has received a quality program
school designation in accordance with this
section.’’.

By Mr. DEWINE:
S. 438. A bill to improve the quality

of teachers in elementary and sec-
ondary schools; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 438
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Teacher
Quality Act of 2001’’.

TITLE I—EISENHOWER NATIONAL
CLEARINGHOUSE IMPROVEMENT

SEC. 101. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The most important education tool in

any classroom is a qualified, highly trained
teacher.

(2) The collection and effective dissemina-
tion of best practices in education is a pri-

mary responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment.

(3) The Eisenhower National Clearinghouse
is the Nation’s repository of kindergarten
through grade 12 instructional materials in
mathematics and science education, and dis-
seminates information about these materials
in a user-friendly format for educators.

(4) The Eisenhower National Clearinghouse
collaborates with the national network of
Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and
Science Education Consortia and the col-
laboration includes twelve demonstration
sites throughout the Nation.

(5) Since 1992, the Eisenhower National
Clearinghouse has distributed 3,714,807 CD–
ROM’s and print publications. Products are
distributed to every school building in the
Nation, colleges of education, and various
education groups and professional organiza-
tions. The Eisenhower National Clearing-
house has received over 40,000,000 hits to
their web site since the creation of the web
site in 1994. In addition, the Eisenhower Na-
tional Clearinghouse has established over 100
access centers across the Nation to expand
direct service to more teachers.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is—
(1) to expand the activities of the Eisen-

hower National Clearinghouse to include col-
lecting and reviewing instructional and pro-
fessional development materials and pro-
grams for language arts and social studies;
and

(2) to require the Eisenhower National
Clearinghouse to collect and analyze the ma-
terials and programs.
SEC. 102. EXPANDED ACTIVITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2102 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6622(b)) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘for
Mathematics and Science’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (3)—
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and

science’’ each place the term appears and in-
serting ‘‘, science, language arts, and social
studies’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and
science’’ and inserting ‘‘, science, language
arts, and social studies’’;

(iii) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘and
science’’ and inserting ‘‘, science, language
arts, and social studies’’; and

(iv) by amending subparagraph (F) to read
as follows:

‘‘(F) gather (in consultation with the De-
partment, national teacher associations, pro-
fessional associations, and other reviewers
and developers of education materials and
programs) qualitative and evaluative mate-
rials and programs for the Clearinghouse, re-
view the evaluation of the materials and pro-
grams, rank the effectiveness of the mate-
rials and programs on the basis of the eval-
uations, and distribute the results of the re-
views to teachers in an easily accessible
manner, except that nothing in this subpara-
graph shall be construed to permit the Clear-
inghouse to directly conduct an evaluation
of the materials or programs.’’;

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or
science’’ and inserting ‘‘, science, language
arts, or social studies’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(9) EFFECTIVE USE OF TECHNOLOGY.—In re-

viewing evaluations of materials and pro-
grams under this subsection the Clearing-
house shall give particular attention to the
effective use of education technology in
mathematics, science, language arts, and so-
cial studies.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
13302(10) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8672(10)) is
amended by striking ‘‘Mathematics and
Science’’.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1779March 1, 2001
TITLE II—TEACHER MENTORING

SEC. 201. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The American teaching force is aging.

The average school teacher was 43 years old
in academic year 1993–1994, an increase of 3
years over the average age of school teachers
in academic year 1987–1998. Nearly a quarter
of American teachers are over 50 years old
and nearing retirement.

(2) On average public school teachers have
slightly more than 15 years teaching experi-
ence, and over a third of the public school
teachers have 20 or more years of teaching
experience.

(3) The experience of America’s veteran
teachers should be utilized to help introduce
beginning teachers to the profession and to
their new school.

(4) Retention of beginning teachers is a
growing problem, with approximately 25 per-
cent of beginning teachers leaving the teach-
ing profession within their first 3 years in
the classroom.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
to increase teacher retention and improve
the support and performance of teachers by
encouraging and assisting States to develop
and operate mentoring programs for begin-
ning teachers.
SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS.

The terms used in this title have the mean-
ings given the terms in section 14101 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).
SEC. 203. GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to award grants to State educational
agencies to enable the State educational
agencies to carry out mentoring programs
under which public elementary school or sec-
ondary school teachers with more than 3
years teaching experience serve as mentor
teachers to public elementary school or sec-
ondary school teachers with less than 3 years
teaching experience.

(b) AMOUNT.—Each State educational agen-
cy having an application approved under sub-
section (d) for a fiscal year shall receive a
grant in an amount that bears the same rela-
tion to the amount appropriated under sub-
section (f) for the fiscal year as the number
of elementary school and secondary school
students in the State for the fiscal year
bears to the number of such students in all
States for the fiscal year.

(c) REALLOCATION.—The amount of a State
educational agency’s grant that will not be
used by the State educational agency for a
fiscal year shall be reallotted to the other
State educational agency in the same man-
ner as grants are awarded under subsection
(b).

(d) APPLICATION.—Each State educational
agency that desires a grant under this sec-
tion shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary at such time, in such manner and ac-
companied by such information as the Sec-
retary may require. Each such application
shall—

(1) describe the activities and services for
which assistance is sought;

(2) contain an assurance that funds pro-
vided under this title will be used to supple-
ment and not supplant State or local public
funds available for teacher mentoring pro-
grams; and

(3) contain an assurance that the State
educational agency consulted with local edu-
cational agencies, school superintendents,
school boards, parents, and institutions of
higher education in the design and imple-
mentation of the teacher mentoring program
to be assisted.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to

carry out this title $5,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 2002 and 2003.
TITLE III—ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION

AND LICENSURE OF TEACHERS
SEC. 301. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the measure of a good teacher is how

much and how well the teacher’s students
learn;

(2) the main teacher quality problem in
1998 was the lack of subject matter knowl-
edge;

(3) knowledgeable and eager individuals of
sound character and various professional
backgrounds should be encouraged to enter
the kindergarten through grade 12 class-
rooms as teachers;

(4) many talented professionals who have
demonstrated a high level of subject area
competence outside the education profession
may wish to pursue careers in education, but
have not fulfilled the traditional require-
ments to be certified or licensed as teachers;

(5) States should have maximum flexibility
and incentives to create alternative teacher
certification and licensure programs in order
to recruit well-educated people into the
teaching profession; and

(6) alternative routes can enable qualified
individuals to fulfill State teacher certifi-
cation or licensure requirements and will
allow school systems to utilize the expertise
of professionals and improve the pool of
qualified individuals available to local edu-
cational agencies as teachers.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this title
to improve the supply of well-qualified ele-
mentary school and secondary school teach-
ers by encouraging and assisting States to
develop and implement programs for alter-
native routes to teacher certification or li-
censure requirements.
SEC. 302. ALLOTMENTS.

(a) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amount appro-

priated to carry out this title for each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall allot to each State
the lesser of—

(A) the amount the State applies for under
section 303; or

(B) an amount that bears the same relation
to the amount so appropriated as the total
population of children ages 5 through 17 in
the State bears to the total population of
such children in all the States (based on the
most recent data available that is satisfac-
tory to the Secretary).

(2) REALLOCATION.—If a State does not
apply for the State’s allotment, or the full
amount of the State’s allotment, under para-
graph (1), the Secretary may reallocate the
excess funds to 1 or more other States that
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the Sec-
retary, a current need for the funds.

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 421(b) of the General Education Provi-
sions Act (20 U.S.C. 1225(b)), funds awarded
under this title shall remain available for
obligation by a recipient for a period of 2 cal-
endar years from the date of the grant.
SEC. 303. STATE APPLICATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State desiring to re-
ceive an allotment under this title shall,
through the State educational agency, sub-
mit an application at such time, in such
manner, and containing such information, as
the Secretary may reasonably require.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Each application
shall—

(1) describe the programs, projects, and ac-
tivities to be undertaken with assistance
provided under this title; and

(2) contain such assurances as the Sec-
retary considers necessary, including assur-
ances that—

(A) assistance provided to the State edu-
cational agency under this title will be used

to supplement, and not to supplant, any
State or local funds available for the devel-
opment and implementation of programs to
provide alternative routes to fulfilling teach-
er certification or licensure requirements;

(B) the State educational agency has, in
developing and designing the application,
consulted with—

(i) representatives of local educational
agencies, including superintendents and
school board members (including representa-
tives of their professional organizations if
appropriate);

(ii) elementary school and secondary
school teachers, including representatives of
their professional organizations;

(iii) schools or departments of education
within institutions of higher education;

(iv) parents; and
(v) other interested individuals and organi-

zations; and
(C) the State educational agency will sub-

mit to the Secretary, at such time as the
Secretary may specify, a final report de-
scribing the activities carried out with as-
sistance provided under this title and the re-
sults achieved with respect to such activi-
ties.

(c) GEPA PROVISIONS INAPPLICABLE.—Sec-
tions 441 and 442 of the General Education
Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232d and 1232e), ex-
cept to the extent that such sections relate
to fiscal control and fund accounting proce-
dures, shall not apply to this title.
SEC. 304. USE OF FUNDS.

(a) USE OF FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational agen-

cy shall use funds provided under this title
to support programs, projects, or activities
that develop and implement new, or expand
and improve existing, programs that enable
individuals to move to a teaching career in
elementary or secondary education from an-
other occupation through an alternative
route to teacher certification or licensure.

(2) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—A State edu-
cational agency may carry out such pro-
grams, projects, or activities directly,
through contracts, or through grants to local
educational agencies, intermediate edu-
cational agencies, institutions of higher edu-
cation, or consortia of such agencies or insti-
tutions.

(b) USES.—Funds received under this title
may be used for—

(1) the design, development, implementa-
tion, and evaluation of programs that enable
qualified professionals who have dem-
onstrated a high level of subject area com-
petence outside the education profession and
are interested in entering the education pro-
fession to fulfill State teacher certification
or licensure requirements;

(2) the establishment of administrative
structures necessary for the development
and implementation of programs to provide
alternative routes to fulfilling State teacher
certification or licensure requirements;

(3) training of staff, including the develop-
ment of appropriate support programs, such
as mentor programs, for teachers entering
the school system through alternative routes
to teacher certification or licensure;

(4) the development of recruitment strate-
gies;

(5) the development of reciprocity agree-
ments between or among States for the cer-
tification or licensure of teachers; or

(6) other programs, projects, and activities
that—

(A) are designed to meet the purpose of
this title; and

(B) the Secretary determines appropriate.
SEC. 305. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL; LOCAL EDU-

CATIONAL AGENCY; SECONDARY SCHOOL; SEC-
RETARY; AND STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—
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The terms ‘‘elementary school’’, ‘‘local edu-
cational agency’’, ‘‘secondary school’’, ‘‘Sec-
retary’’, and ‘‘State educational agency’’
have the meanings given the terms in sec-
tion 14101 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

(2) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—The
term ‘‘institution of higher education’’ has
the meaning given the term in section 101 of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1001).

(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each
of the several States of the United States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.
SEC. 306. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $15,000,000 for fiscal year
2002 and each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.

TITLE IV—TEACHER QUALITY
SEC. 401. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) individuals entering a classroom should

have a sound grasp of the subject the individ-
uals intend to teach, and the individuals
should know how to teach;

(2) the quality of teachers impacts student
achievement;

(3) people who enter the teaching profes-
sion through alternative certification pro-
grams can benefit from having the oppor-
tunity to attend a teacher training facility;

(4) teachers need to increase their subject
matter knowledge;

(5) less than 40 percent of the individuals
teaching the core subjects (English, mathe-
matics, science, social studies, and foreign
languages) majored or minored in the core
subjects; and

(6) according to the Third International
Mathematics and Science Study, American
high school seniors finished near the bottom
of the study in both science and mathe-
matics.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
to strengthen teacher training programs by
establishing a private and public partnership
to create the best teacher training facilities
in the world to ensure that teachers receive
unlimited access to the most updated tech-
nology and skills training in education, so
that students can benefit from the teachers’
knowledge and experience.
SEC. 402. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term

‘‘local educational agency’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 14101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of Education.
SEC. 403. GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts appro-
priated under section 404 for a fiscal year the
Secretary shall award grants to local edu-
cational agencies to enable the local edu-
cational agencies to establish teacher train-
ing facilities for elementary and secondary
school teachers.

(b) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—The Secretary
shall award grants under this title on a com-
petitive basis.

(c) PARTNERSHIP CONTRACT REQUIRED.—In
order to receive a grant under this title, a
local educational agency shall enter into a
contract with a nongovernmental organiza-
tion to establish a teacher training facility.

(d) APPLICATIONS.—Each local educational
agency desiring a grant under this title shall
submit to the Secretary an application at
such time, in such manner, and accompanied
by such information as the Secretary may
require. Each such application shall contain

an assurance that the local educational
agency—

(1) will raise matching funds, from public
or private sources, for the support of the
teacher training facility in an amount equal
to the amount of funds provided under the
grant;

(2) will train the teachers employed by the
local educational agency at the teacher
training facility for a period of 10 years after
the date the agency enters into the contract
described in subsection (c); and

(3) will spend not less than 0.5 percent of
the local educational agency’s total school
budget for each fiscal year to support the
teacher training facility.

(e) AMOUNT.—The Secretary shall award
each grant under this section in an amount
that is not less than $1,000,000 and not more
than $4,000,000.
SEC. 404. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $8,000,000 for fiscal year
2002, $12,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, $12,000,000
for fiscal year 2004, and $16,000,000 for fiscal
year 2005.

By Mr. FRIST (for himself and
Mr. THOMPSON):

S. 439. A bill to authorize the estab-
lishment of a suboffice of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service in
Nashville, Tennessee; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today, I
introduce the Nashville INS Sub-office
Act along with Senator THOMPSON.
This bill addresses important immigra-
tion issues facing Tennessee by author-
izing funds for a much needed INS sub-
office in Nashville.

The Mid-South region is experiencing
exceptional population growth from
not only other parts of the nation, but
also from a significant number of for-
eign nationals looking to relocate. As a
result of this new influx in population,
the existing Memphis INS office is
overstretched and facing an enormous
backlog of cases. As the largest metro-
politan area in the state, it only makes
sense to open another INS office in
Nashville.

The new office would be geographi-
cally positioned to better provide the
necessary services for individuals liv-
ing in Middle and East Tennessee. It
would also help alleviate the excessive
burden facing the Memphis office by
transferring a large portion of its
workload. The new Nashville sub-office
would improve overall services and en-
ables the INS to better address illegal
immigration concerns in our area.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 439
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Nashville
INS Suboffice Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) The Immigration and Naturalization

Service field office in Memphis, Tennessee, is
designated as a suboffice within the jurisdic-

tion of the district office in New Orleans,
Louisiana.

(2) Over the past 10 years, the foreign na-
tional population has grown substantially in
the jurisdictional area of the Memphis sub-
office.

(3) It is estimated that more than 200,000
foreign nationals are residing in the jurisdic-
tional area of the Memphis suboffice.

(4) The Memphis suboffice has pending an
equal or greater number of cases, and re-
ceives as many new cases, as the New Orle-
ans district office.

(5) Approximately 46 percent of the total
number of permanent resident applications
received by the Memphis suboffice come
from individuals residing in middle and east-
ern Tennessee.

(6) In many instances, such individuals
have to travel 3 to 6 hours each way to Mem-
phis to receive service.

(7) Nashville is a logical location for a new
Immigration and Naturalization Service sub-
office because its central location will re-
duce such travel time and allow the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service to pro-
vide better and more efficient service to such
individuals.

(8) As the largest metropolitan area in the
State of Tennessee, major routes from across
the State flow into Nashville and air trans-
portation is readily available there.

(9) Establishment of a Nashville suboffice
would make a strong statement about the
commitment of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service to gaining control over il-
legal immigration and would facilitate legal
immigration and citizenship initiatives in
central and eastern Tennessee.

(10) Congress has identified Nashville as a
region underserved by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service.
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
$5,000,000 for each fiscal year to establish and
operate an Immigration and Naturalization
Service suboffice in Nashville, Tennessee.
Such suboffice shall have jurisdiction over
the following counties in the State of Ten-
nessee: Anderson, Bedford, Bledsoe, Blount,
Bradley, Campbell, Cannon, Carter,
Cheatham, Claiborne, Clay, Cocke, Coffee,
Cumberland, Davidson, Dekalb, Dickson,
Fentress, Franklin, Giles, Grainger, Greene,
Grundy, Hamblen, Hamilton, Hancock, Har-
din, Hawkins, Hickman, Houston, Hum-
phries, Jackson, Jefferson, Johnson, Knox,
Lawrence, Lewis, Lincoln, Loudon, Macon,
Marion, Marshall, Maury, McMinn, Meigs,
Moore, Monroe, Montgomery, Morgan,
Overton, Perry, Pickett, Polk, Putnam,
Rhea, Roane, Robertson, Rutherford, Scott,
Sevier, Sequatchie, Smith, Stewart, Sul-
livan, Sumner, Trousdale, Unicoi, Union,
Van Buren, Warren, Washington, Wayne,
White, Williamson, and Wilson.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:
S. 440. A bill to establish a matching

grant program to help State and local
jurisdictions purchase bullet-resistant
equipment for use by law enforcement
departments; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President,
today I am introducing a package of
four bills that will help improve our
nation’s justice system and honor
those law enforcement officers and
firefighters who gave their lives in the
line of duty.

The first bill I am introducing is the
Officer Dale Claxton Bullet Resistant
Police Protective Equipment Act of
2001, an updated version of legislation I
introduced during the last Congress.
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This bill is named in honor of Officer

Dale Claxton of Cortez, CO, a fine law
enforcement officer and family man,
who was fatally shot through the wind-
shield of his patrol car on May 29, 1998,
after stopping a stolen truck. His as-
sailants turned out to be dangerous fu-
gitives and a large-scale man hunt was
launched. Officer Claxton was trag-
ically and prematurely taken away
from his wife and four children.

The Officer Dale Claxton Act would
help law enforcement agencies acquire
bullet resistant equipment including
bullet resistant glass for law enforce-
ment vehicles, hand-held shields and
any other equipment that officers may
need when they serve on the front lines
of law enforcement. Specifically, this
legislation would help our nation’s
state and local law enforcement offi-
cers acquire the bullet resistant equip-
ment they need to protect themselves
from would-be killers. This legislation
would authorize the Department of
Justice’s Bureau of Justice Assistance
to administer a $40 million matching
grant program to assist these agencies
purchase bullet resistant equipment.

This legislation is a worthy com-
panion, and similar in many ways, to
the Bulletproof Vest Partnership Grant
Act, P.L. 105–181, which I introduced
and the President signed into law on
June 16, 1998. The legislation I am in-
troducing today would help state and
local law enforcement agencies acquire
a wider array of bullet resistant equip-
ment to supplement bullet proof vests.

As a former deputy sheriff, I am per-
sonally aware of the dangers which law
enforcement officers face on the front
lines every day. One way in which the
federal government can improve their
safety is to help them acquire bullet
resistant glass and other equipment for
patrol cars. These partnership grants
are especially crucial for officers who
serve in small local jurisdictions that
often lack the funds to provide their of-
ficers with the life saving equipment
they may need.

The second component of this legisla-
tion would launch an expedited and
targeted research and development by
authorizing $3 million over 3 years for
the Justice Department’s National In-
stitute of Justice, NIJ, to conduct re-
search and development of a new bullet
resistant technologies, such as bonded
acrylic, polymers, polycarbons, alu-
minized material, and transparent ce-
ramics.

Promising new bullet resistant mate-
rials now being developed could be as
revolutionary in coming years as the
development of Kevlar was in the 1970s
for the manufacture of body armor.
These exciting new technologies prom-
ise to be lighter, more versatile and
hopefully less expensive than tradi-
tional heavy bulletproof glass.

Our Nation’s police officers, sheriffs
and deputies regularly put their lives
in harm’s way as they protect the peo-
ple and preserve the peace. They de-
serve to have access to the bullet re-
sistant equipment they need. The Offi-

cer Dale Claxton bill will both accel-
erate the development of new life-
saving bullet resistant technologies
and then help get them deployed into
the field where they are needed. Offi-
cers lives will be saved.

I ask unanimous consent that the Of-
ficer Dale Claxton Bullet Resistant Po-
lice Protective Equipment Act of 2001
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 440
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Officer Dale
Claxton Bulletproof Police Protective Equip-
ment Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) Officer Dale Claxton of the Cortez, Colo-

rado, Police Department was shot and killed
by bullets that passed through the wind-
shield of his police car after he stopped a sto-
len truck, and his life may have been saved
if his police car had been equipped with bul-
let-resistant equipment;

(2) the number of law enforcement officers
who are killed in the line of duty would sig-
nificantly decrease if every law enforcement
officer in the United States had access to ad-
ditional bullet-resistant equipment;

(3) according to studies, between 1990 and
2000, 1,700 law enforcement officers in the
United States were shot and killed in the
line of duty;

(4) the Federal Bureau of Investigation es-
timates that the risk of fatality to law en-
forcement officers while not wearing bullet-
resistant equipment, such as an armor vest,
is 14 times higher than for officers wearing
an armor vest; and

(5) the Executive Committee for Indian
Country Law Enforcement Improvements re-
ports that violent crime in Indian country
has risen sharply despite a decrease in the
national crime rate, and has concluded that
there is a ‘‘public safety crisis in Indian
country’’.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
save lives of law enforcement officers by
helping State, local, and tribal law enforce-
ment agencies provide officers with bullet-
resistant equipment and video cameras.
SEC. 3. MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM FOR LAW

ENFORCEMENT BULLET-RESISTANT
EQUIPMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part Y of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 is amended—

(1) by striking the part designation and
part heading and inserting the following:
‘‘PART Y—MATCHING GRANT PROGRAMS

FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT
‘‘Subpart A—Grant Program for Armor

Vests’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘this part’’ each place that

term appears and inserting ‘‘this subpart’’;
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘Subpart B—Grant Program for Bullet-

Resistant Equipment
‘‘SEC. 2511. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Bu-
reau of Justice Assistance is authorized to
make grants to States, units of local govern-
ment, and Indian tribes to purchase bullet-
resistant equipment for use by State, local,
and tribal law enforcement officers.

‘‘(b) USES OF FUNDS.—Grants awarded
under this section shall be—

‘‘(1) distributed directly to the State, unit
of local government, or Indian tribe; and

‘‘(2) used for the purchase of bullet-resist-
ant equipment for law enforcement officers
in the jurisdiction of the grantee.

‘‘(c) PREFERENTIAL CONSIDERATION.—In
awarding grants under this subpart, the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Justice Assistance
may give preferential consideration, if fea-
sible, to an application from a jurisdiction
that—

‘‘(1) has the greatest need for bullet-resist-
ant equipment based on the percentage of
law enforcement officers in the department
who do not have access to a vest;

‘‘(2) has a violent crime rate at or above
the national average as determined by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation; or

‘‘(3) has not received a block grant under
the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant
program described under the heading ‘State
and Local Law Enforcement Assistance’ of
the Departments of Commerce Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 2001 (Public Law 106–
553).

‘‘(d) MINIMUM AMOUNT.—Unless all eligible
applications submitted by any State or unit
of local government within such State for a
grant under this section have been funded,
such State, together with grantees within
the State (other than Indian tribes), shall be
allocated in each fiscal year under this sec-
tion not less than 0.50 percent of the total
amount appropriated in the fiscal year for
grants pursuant to this section except that
the United States Virgin Islands, American
Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands shall each be allocated 0.25 percent.

‘‘(e) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—A qualifying
State, unit of local government, or Indian
tribe may not receive more than 5 percent of
the total amount appropriated in each fiscal
year for grants under this section, except
that a State, together with the grantees
within the State may not receive more than
20 percent of the total amount appropriated
in each fiscal year for grants under this sec-
tion.

‘‘(f) MATCHING FUNDS.—The portion of the
costs of a program provided by a grant under
subsection (a) may not exceed 50 percent.
Any funds appropriated by Congress for the
activities of any agency of an Indian tribal
government or the Bureau of Indian Affairs
performing law enforcement functions on
any Indian lands may be used to provide the
non-Federal share of a matching require-
ment funded under this subsection.

‘‘(g) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—At least half
of the funds available under this subpart
shall be awarded to units of local govern-
ment with fewer than 100,000 residents.
‘‘SEC. 2512. APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To request a grant
under this subpart, the chief executive of a
State, unit of local government, or Indian
tribe shall submit an application to the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Justice Assistance in
such form and containing such information
as the Director may reasonably require.

‘‘(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this subpart,
the Director of the Bureau of Justice Assist-
ance shall promulgate regulations to imple-
ment this section (including the information
that must be included and the requirements
that the States, units of local government,
and Indian tribes must meet) in submitting
the applications required under this section.

‘‘(c) ELIGIBILITY.—A unit of local govern-
ment that receives funding under the Local
Law Enforcement Block Grant program, de-
scribed under the heading ‘State and Local
Law Enforcement Assistance’ of the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2001 (Public Law 106–553), during a
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fiscal year in which it submits an applica-
tion under this subpart shall not be eligible
for a grant under this subpart unless the
chief executive officer of such unit of local
government certifies and provides an expla-
nation to the Director that the unit of local
government considered or will consider using
funding received under the block grant pro-
gram for any or all of the costs relating to
the purchase of bullet-resistant equipment,
but did not, or does not expect to use such
funds for such purpose.
‘‘SEC. 2513. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this subpart—
‘‘(1) the term ‘equipment’ means wind-

shield glass, car panels, shields, and protec-
tive gear;

‘‘(2) the term ‘State’ means each of the 50
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the United States
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and
the Northern Mariana Islands;

‘‘(3) the term ‘unit of local government’
means a county, municipality, town, town-
ship, village, parish, borough, or other unit
of general government below the State level;

‘‘(4) the term ‘Indian tribe’ has the same
meaning as in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-
Determination and Education Assistance Act
(25 U.S.C. 450b(e)); and

‘‘(5) the term ‘law enforcement officer’
means any officer, agent, or employee of a
State, unit of local government, or Indian
tribe authorized by law or by a government
agency to engage in or supervise the preven-
tion, detection, or investigation of any viola-
tion of criminal law, or authorized by law to
supervise sentenced criminal offenders.’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 1001(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3793(a)) is amended by striking paragraph
(23) and inserting the following:

‘‘(23) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part Y—

‘‘(A) $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2004 for grants under subpart A of
that part; and

‘‘(B) $40,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2004 for grants under subpart B of
that part.’’.
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

In the case of any equipment or products
that may be authorized to be purchased with
financial assistance provided using funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by
this Act, it is the sense of Congress that en-
tities receiving the assistance should, in ex-
pending the assistance, purchase only Amer-
ican-made equipment and products.
SEC. 5. TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT.

Section 202 of title I of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42
U.S.C. 3722) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(e) BULLET-RESISTANT TECHNOLOGY DE-
VELOPMENT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Institute is author-
ized to—

‘‘(A) conduct research and otherwise work
to develop new bullet-resistant technologies
(i.e., acrylic, polymers, aluminized material,
and transparent ceramics) for use in police
equipment (including windshield glass, car
panels, shields, and protective gear);

‘‘(B) inventory bullet-resistant tech-
nologies used in the private sector, in sur-
plus military property, and by foreign coun-
tries; and

‘‘(C) promulgate relevant standards for,
and conduct technical and operational test-
ing and evaluation of, bullet-resistant tech-
nology and equipment, and otherwise facili-
tate the use of that technology in police
equipment.

‘‘(2) PRIORITY.—In carrying out this sub-
section, the Institute shall give priority in

testing and engineering surveys to law en-
forcement partnerships developed in coordi-
nation with high-intensity drug trafficking
areas.

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subsection $3,000,000 for fiscal
years 2002 through 2004.’’.

By Mr. CAMPBELl (for himself,
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. FEINGOLD,
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. LUGAR, and Mr.
STEVENS):

S. 441. A bill to provide Capitol-flown
flags to the families of law enforce-
ment officers and firefighters killed in
the line of duty; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, the
second bill I am introducing today is
the ‘‘Fallen Law Enforcement Officers
and Firefighters Flag Memorial Act of
2001.’’

I am pleased to be joined today by
my colleagues, Senators MCCONNELL,
FEINGOLD, INOUYE, LEVIN, DAYTON, STE-
VENS, and LUGAR who are original co-
sponsors.

This bill would help honor the sac-
rifice of the men and women who lost
their lives in the line of duty by pro-
viding Capitol-flown flags to the fami-
lies of deceased law enforcement offi-
cers and firefighters.

Under this legislation, the family of
a deceased law enforcement officer can
request from the Attorney General a
flag flown over the U.S. Capitol in
honor of the slain officer. The Depart-
ment of Justice shall pay the cost of
the flags, including shipping, out of
discretionary grant funds, and provide
them to the victim’s family.

As a former deputy sheriff, I know
firsthand the risks which law enforce-
ment officers face everyday on the
front lines protecting our commu-
nities. I also have great appreciation,
as the Co-Chair of the Congressional
Fire Caucus, for the service that our
nation’s firefighters provide, day in
and day out, and that all too often,
they end up sacrificing their lives
while saving others.

I believe providing a Capitol-flown
flag is a fitting way to show our appre-
ciation for fallen officers and fire-
fighters who make the ultimate sac-
rifice. It also lets their families know
that Congress and the nation are grate-
ful for their loved ones’ service.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Fallen Law Enforcement Officers and
Firefighters Flag Memorial Act of 2001
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 441
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fallen Law
Enforcement Officers and Firefighters Flag
Memorial Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. CAPITOL-FLOWN FLAGS FOR FAMILIES OF

DECEASED LAW ENFORCEMENT OF-
FICERS.

(a) AUTHORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The family of a deceased
law enforcement officer may request, and
the Attorney General shall provide to such
family, a Capitol-flown flag, which shall be
supplied to the Attorney General by the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol. The Department of
Justice shall pay the cost of such flag, in-
cluding shipping, out of discretionary grant
funds.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Paragraph (1) shall
take effect on the date on which the Attor-
ney General establishes the procedure re-
quired by subsection (b).

(b) PROCEDURE.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Attorney General shall establish a procedure
(including any appropriate forms) by which
the family of a deceased law enforcement of-
ficer may request, and provide sufficient in-
formation to determine such officer’s eligi-
bility for, a Capitol-flown flag.

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This Act shall only
apply to a deceased law enforcement officer
who died on or after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act—
(1) the term ‘‘Capitol-flown flag’’ means a

United States flag flown over the United
States Capitol in honor of the deceased law
enforcement officer for whom such flag is re-
quested; and

(2) the term ‘‘deceased law enforcement of-
ficer’’ means a person who was charged with
protecting public safety, who was authorized
to make arrests by a Federal, State, Tribal,
county, or local law enforcement agency,
and who died while acting in the line of duty.
SEC. 3. CAPITOL-FLOWN FLAGS FOR FAMILIES OF

DECEASED FIREFIGHTERS.
(a) AUTHORITY.—The family of a paid or

volunteer firefighter who dies in the line of
duty may request, and the Director of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency
shall provide to such family, a capitol-flown
flag, which shall be supplied to the Director
by the Architect of the Capitol. The Federal
Emergency Management Agency shall pay
the cost of such flag, including shipping, out
of discretionary grant funds.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect on the date on which the Attor-
ney General establishes the procedure re-
quired by section 2(b).

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself
and Mr. HATCH):

S. 442. A bill to exempt qualified cur-
rent and former law enforcement offi-
cers from State laws prohibiting the
carrying of concealed firearms and to
allow States to enter into compacts to
recognize other States’ concealed
weapons permits; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, the
third bill I am introducing today is a
bill to authorize states to recognize
each other’s concealed weapons laws
and exempt qualified current and
former law enforcement officers from
State laws prohibiting the carrying of
concealed firearms. This legislation is
designed to support the rights of States
and to facilitate the right of law-abid-
ing citizens as well as law enforcement
officers to protect themselves, their
families, and their property.

The language of this bill is based on
S. 727, which I introduced in the 106th
Congress. Specifically, this bill allows
States to enter into agreements,
known as ‘‘compacts,’’ to recognize the
concealed weapons laws of those States
included in the compacts. This is not a
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Federal mandate; it is strictly vol-
untary for those States interested in
this approach. States would also be al-
lowed to include provisions which best
meet their needs, such as special provi-
sions for law enforcement personnel.

Currently, a Federal standard gov-
erns the conduct of nonresidents in
those States that do not have a right-
to-carry statute. Many of us in this
body have always worked to protect
the interests of States and commu-
nities by allowing them to make im-
portant decisions on how their affairs
should be conducted. We are taking to
the floor almost every day to talk
about mandating certain things to the
States. This bill would allow States to
decide for themselves.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 442
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Law En-
forcement Protection Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. EXEMPTION OF QUALIFIED CURRENT AND

FORMER LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFI-
CERS FROM STATE LAWS PROHIB-
ITING THE CARRYING OF CON-
CEALED FIREARMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 926A the following:
‘‘SEC. 926B. CARRYING OF CONCEALED FIREARMS

BY QUALIFIED CURRENT AND
FORMER LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFI-
CERS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
provision of the law of any State or any po-
litical subdivision of a State, an individual
may carry a concealed firearm if that indi-
vidual is—

‘‘(1) a qualified law enforcement officer or
a qualified former law enforcement officer;
and

‘‘(2) carrying appropriate written identi-
fication.

‘‘(b) Effect on Other Laws.—
‘‘(1) COMMON CARRIERS.—Nothing in this

section shall be construed to exempt from
section 46505(B)(1) of title 49—

‘‘(A) a qualified law enforcement officer
who does not meet the requirements of sec-
tion 46505(D) of title 49; or

‘‘(B) a qualified former law enforcement of-
ficer.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL LAWS.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to supersede or limit
any Federal law or regulation prohibiting or
restricting the possession of a firearm on
any Federal property, installation, building,
base, or park.

‘‘(3) STATE LAWS.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to supersede or limit the
laws of any State that—

‘‘(A) grant rights to carry a concealed fire-
arm that are broader than the rights granted
under this section;

‘‘(B) permit private persons or entities to
prohibit or restrict the possession of con-
cealed firearms on their property; or

‘‘(C) prohibit or restrict the possession of
firearms on any State or local government
property, installation, building, base, or
park.

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(A) APPROPRIATE WRITTEN IDENTIFICA-

TION.—The term ‘appropriate written identi-

fication’ means, with respect to an indi-
vidual, a document that—

‘‘(i) was issued to the individual by the
public agency with which the individual
serves or served as a qualified law enforce-
ment officer; and

‘‘(ii) identifies the holder of the document
as a current or former officer, agent, or em-
ployee of the agency.

‘‘(B) FIREARM.—The term ‘firearm’ means,
any firearm that has, or of which any compo-
nent has, traveled in interstate or foreign
commerce.

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED FORMER LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICER.—The term ‘qualified former law en-
forcement officer’ means, an individual who
is—

‘‘(i) retired from service with a public
agency, other than for reasons of mental dis-
ability;

‘‘(ii) immediately before such retirement,
was a qualified law enforcement officer with
that public agency;

‘‘(iii) has a nonforfeitable right to benefits
under the retirement plan of the agency;

‘‘(iv) was not separated from service with a
public agency due to a disciplinary action by
the agency that prevented the carrying of a
firearm;

‘‘(v) meets the requirements established by
the State in which the individual resides
with respect to—

‘‘(I) training in the use of firearms; and
‘‘(II) carrying a concealed weapon; and
‘‘(vi) is not prohibited by Federal law from

receiving a firearm.
‘‘(D) QUALIFIED LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFI-

CER.—The term ‘qualified law enforcement
officer’ means an individual who—

‘‘(i) is presently authorized by law to en-
gage in or supervise the prevention, detec-
tion, or investigation of any violation of
criminal law;

‘‘(ii) is authorized by the agency to carry a
firearm in the course of duty;

‘‘(iii) meets any requirements established
by the agency with respect to firearms; and

‘‘(iv) is not the subject of a disciplinary ac-
tion by the agency that prevents the car-
rying of a firearm.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 44 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 926A the fol-
lowing:
‘‘926B. Carrying of concealed firearms by

qualified current and former
law enforcement officers.’’.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO INTER-
STATE COMPACTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The consent of Congress
is given to any 2 or more States—

(1) to enter into compacts or agreements
for cooperative effort in enabling individuals
to carry concealed weapons as dictated by
laws of the State within which the owner of
the weapon resides and is authorized to carry
a concealed weapon; and

(2) to establish agencies or guidelines as
they may determine to be appropriate for
making effective such agreements and com-
pacts.

(b) RESERVATION OF RIGHTS.—The right to
alter, amend, or repeal this section is hereby
expressly reserved by Congress.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:
S. 443. A bill to amend chapter 44 of

title 18, United States Code, to increase
the maximum term of imprisonment
for offenses involving stolen firearms;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, the
fourth bill I am introducing today is
the ‘‘Stolen Gun Penalty Enhancement
Act of 2001’’ which would increase the

maximum prison sentences for vio-
lating existing stolen gun laws.

Many crimes in our country are
being committed with stolen guns. The
extent of this problem is reflected in a
number of recent studies and news re-
ports which indicate that almost half a
million guns are stolen each year.

This problem is especially alarming
among young people. A Justice Depart-
ment study of juvenile inmates in four
states shows that over 50 percent of
those inmates had stolen a gun. In the
same study, gang members and drug
sellers were more likely to have stolen
a gun.

Specifically, this bill would increase
the maximum penalty for violating
four provisions of the firearms laws.
Under title 18 of the U.S. Code, it is il-
legal to knowingly transport or ship a
stolen firearm or stolen ammunition.
It is also illegal to knowingly receive,
possess, conceal, store, sell, or other-
wise dispose of a stolen firearm or sto-
len ammunition. The penalty for vio-
lating either of these provisions is a
fine, a maximum term of imprisonment
of 10 years, or both. My bill increases
the maximum prison sentence to 15
years.

Mr. President, I am a strong sup-
porter of the rights of law-abiding gun
owners. However, I firmly believe we
need tough penalties for the illegal use
of firearms.

The Stolen Gun Penalty Enhance-
ment Act of 2001 will send a strong sig-
nal to criminals who are even thinking
about stealing a firearm. I urge my col-
leagues to join in support of this legis-
lation.

Mr. Preisent, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Stolen Gun Penalty En-
hancement Act of 2001 be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 443
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. STOLEN FIREARMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 924 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(i), (j),’’;

and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) Whoever knowingly violates sub-

section (i) or (j) of section 922 shall be fined
under this title, imprisoned not more than 15
years, or both.’’;

(2) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘10
years’’ and inserting ‘‘15 years’’; and

(3) in subsection (l), by striking ‘‘10 years’’
and inserting ‘‘15 years’’.

(b) SENTENCING COMMISSION.—The United
States Sentencing Commission shall amend
the Federal sentencing guidelines to reflect
the amendments made by subsection (a).

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for him-
self, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr.
SCHUMER):

S. 444. A bill to amend title II of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 to support teacher corps
programs, and for other purposes; to
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the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if
there is one thing we all can agree on
in education, it is that quality teachers
are absolutely critical to how well chil-
dren learn. Yet, the nation confronts
one of the worst teacher shortages in
history. With expanding enrollment,
decreasing class size and one third of
the nation’s teachers nearing retire-
ment age, public schools will need to
hire as many as 2.2 million teachers
over the next decade.

The need is greatest in specific sub-
ject areas such as mathematics,
science, special education and bilingual
education, all important subjects if the
nation is to have an educated work
force to keep it competitive in the
world marketplace.

Teacher shortages are also greatest
in specific geographical areas such as
the inner city and rural areas. Iron-
ically, it is the most educationally and
socio-economically disadvantaged stu-
dents that are under-served. If there is
one action we can take that is guaran-
teed to help struggling schools and
children, it is to provide states and
school districts the means to ensure
that there is a highly qualified teacher
in every class room.

My bill, Teacher Corps, which I am
proud to introduce today with my col-
leagues, Senators KENNEDY and SCHU-
MER, who for so long have fought to
bring the best possible educational op-
portunities to all of America’s chil-
dren, is designed to do just that. Its
components are based on a definite
need and sound research concerning ef-
fective mechanisms for meeting that
need.

Teacher Corps would fund
collaboratives between state education
agencies, local education agencies and
institutions of higher education. The
collaboratives would recruit top
ranked college students and qualified
mid career individuals, who have not
yet been trained as teachers, to teach
in the nation’s poorest schools in the
areas of greatest need—both geographi-
cally and academically. Districts and
universities would work together to re-
cruit only candidates who have an aca-
demic major or extensive and sub-
stantive professional experience in the
subject in which they will teach.

The collaboratives would provide re-
cruits a tuition free alternative route
to certification which includes inten-
sive study and a teaching internship.
The internship would include men-
toring, co-teaching and advanced
course work in pedagogy, state stand-
ards, technology and other areas.

After the internship period, the
collaboratives would offer individual-
ized follow up training and mentoring
in the first two years of full time
teaching.

Corps members that become certified
will be given priority in hiring within
that district in exchange for a commit-
ment to teach in low income schools
for 3 years.

A good teacher can mean the world
to any child whether it is through car-
ing or through providing children with
the skills they need to open their own
doors to the future. Every time I enter
schools in Minnesota, I am in awe of
teachers’ work. When a skilled, ener-
getic teacher creates an invigorating
learning environment for his or her
students it is truly a magical thing. In
my travels to schools around Min-
nesota and the country I see a great
deal of that magic happening.

That is why it is so tragic to think
that there are so many children that
do not have access to qualified teach-
ers, at the same time that many people
interested in teaching are either not
entering the profession or are not stay-
ing there once they have qualified.

Teacher Corps will help meet the
growing need for teachers in low in-
come urban and rural schools, and in
high need subject areas such as math,
science, bilingual and special edu-
cation.

It will do so because Teacher Corps is
rooted in three fundamental parts. Re-
cruitment, retention and innovative,
flexible, high quality training pro-
grams for college graduates and mid-
career professionals who want to teach
in high need areas.

The first principle is recruitment. As
I mentioned before, we may need to
hire as many as 2.2 million new teach-
ers in the next decade to ensure that
there are enough teachers in our
schools. But, overall quantity is not
the only issue. Quality and shortages
in specific geographic and curriculum
areas are equally critical. While there
are teacher surpluses in some areas,
certain states and cities are facing
acute teacher shortages. In California,
1 out of every 10 teachers lacks proper
credentials. Fifty-eight percent of new
hires in Los Angeles are not certified.

There are also crucial shortages in
some subject areas such as math,
science, bilingual and special edu-
cation. In my home state of Minnesota,
90 percent of principals report a serious
shortage of strong candidates in at
least one curriculum area. Fifty-four
percent of the mathematics teachers in
the state of Idaho and 48 percent of the
science teachers in Florida and Ten-
nessee did not major in the subject of
their primary assignment.

The report recently released by the
Commission chaired by our former col-
league John Glenn highlights this
problem in the area of math and
science teaching. The Glenn Commis-
sion—in its report ominously, but ac-
curately, titled ‘‘Before It’s Too
Late’’—called on all the decision-mak-
ers in our country to establish an ongo-
ing system to improve the quality of
mathematics and science teaching in
our elementary and secondary schools
and to improve the quality of those
teachers’ preparation for the class-
room.

Teacher Corps would meet this need
because it would recruit and train
thousands of high quality teachers into

the field to meet the specific teaching
needs of local school districts.

It would recruit and train top college
students and mid-career professionals
from around the country, who increas-
ingly want to enter the teaching pro-
fession.

More college students want to enter
teaching today than have wanted to
join the profession in the past 30 years.
In the surveys of incoming college stu-
dents that UCLA conducts each fall, in
recent years over 10 percent of all
freshman consistently have said they
want to teach in elementary and sec-
ondary schools.

Second, the design of the program en-
sures that the needs of local school dis-
tricts will be considered so that only
those candidates who meet the specific
needs of that district will be recruited
and trained. If, for example, there is a
shortage of special education, bilin-
gual, math and science teachers in a
particular district, Teacher Corps
would train people with only those
skills. In setting up collaboratives in
this way, teacher corps helps avoid the
overproduction of candidates in areas
where they are not needed.

Finally, Teacher Corps gives priority
to high-need rural, inner suburban and
urban districts to ensure that new
teachers will enter where they are
needed most.

However, it does not help to recruit
teachers into high-need schools and
train them if we cannot retain them in
the profession. Teaching is one of the
hardest, most important jobs there is.
We ask teachers to prepare our chil-
dren for adulthood. We ask them to
educate our children so that they may
be productive members of society. We
entrust them with our children’s minds
and with their future. It is a disgrace
how little support we give them in re-
turn. It is no surprise that one of the
major causes of our teacher shortage is
that teachers decide to change profes-
sions before retirement. Seventy-three
percent of Minnesota teachers who
leave the profession, leave for reasons
other than retirement. In urban
schools, 50 percent of teachers leave
the field within five years of when they
start teaching.

To retain high quality teachers in
the profession, we must give teachers
the support they deserve. Teachers,
like doctors, need mentoring and sup-
port during the first years of their pro-
fessional life. Teacher Corps offers new
teachers the training, mentoring and
support they need to meet the profes-
sion’s many challenges. It includes
methods of support that have proven
effective in ensuring that teachers stay
in schools. The key elements for effec-
tive teacher retention were laid out by
the National Commission on Teaching
and America’s Future in 1996. Effective
programs organize professional devel-
opment around standards for teachers
and students; provide a year long, pre-
service internship; include mentoring
and strong evaluation of teacher skills;
offer stable, high quality professional
development.
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Each of these criteria are included in

the Teacher Corps program.
Further, Teacher Corps supports peo-

ple who choose teaching by paying for
their training. Through this financial
and professional support, Teacher
Corps will go a long way toward keep-
ing recruits in teaching.

But, it is still not enough to recruit
and retain teachers. Quality must be of
primary importance. Research shows
that the most important predictor of
student success is not income, but the
quality of the teacher. Despite this
need, studies show that as the propor-
tion of students of color and students
from low-income families increases in
schools, the test scores of teachers de-
cline.

This is wrong. We are denying chil-
dren from low income areas, children
from racial minorities, children with
limited English proficiency, access to
what we know works. Several studies
have shown that if poor and minority
students are taught by high quality
teachers at the same rate as other stu-
dents, a large part of the gap between
poor and minority students and their
more affluent white counterparts
would disappear. For example, one Ala-
bama study shows that an increase of
one standard deviation in teacher test
scores leads to a two-third reduction in
the gap between black/white tests
scores.

We cannot turn our back on this
knowledge. We must act on it. We must
give low income, minority and limited
English proficiency children the same
opportunities that all children have
and we must do it now.

The very essence of Teacher Corps is
to funnel high quality teachers where
they are needed most. Teacher Corps
would help ensure quality by using a
selective, competitive recruitment
process. It would provide high quality
training, professional development,
mentoring and evaluations of corps
member performance, all of which have
been proven to increase the quality of
the teaching force and the achievement
of the students they teach.

Further, by creating strong connec-
tions between universities and districts
and by implementing effective profes-
sional development projects within dis-
tricts, we are setting up powerful
structures to benefit all teachers and
students.

We have an opportunity to do what
we know works to help children who
need our help most. Good teachers have
an extraordinary impact on children’s
lives and learning. We need to be sure
that all children have access to such
teachers and all children have the op-
portunity to learn so that all children
may take advantage of the many op-
portunities this country provides.

By Mr. WELLSTONE:
S. 445. A bill to provide for local fam-

ily information centers, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President: I
rise today to introduce legislation that

will go a long way to increase the ac-
countability of our schools and to help
parents become more involved in their
children’s education. We all know that
families are crucial to improving our
nation’s schools. To ensure that
schools and students meet challenging
educational goals, families must be in-
volved. Parents must insist that their
children get the best education. They
must understand, shape and support
the reforms in their schools; and, they
must work with schools to help all
children meet their goals.

We know that when families are fully
engaged in the educational process,
students have: higher grades and test
scores; better attendance and more
homework done; fewer placements in
special education; more positive atti-
tudes and behavior; higher graduation
rates; and greater enrollment in post-
secondary education.

For school reforms to help all chil-
dren, we must move to ensure that all
parents are involved in their children’s
education. For many parents, this is
not an easy task. Parents, particularly
those who have limited English pro-
ficiency, those who are homeless, or
those who have a troubled history with
the school system, often need outside
help to get the information, support,
and training they need to help their
children navigate through the school
system.

Parent involvement is more impor-
tant now than ever before. As we move
in the direction of increased account-
ability, high stakes testing and ex-
panded public school choice, it is crit-
ical that parents know everything that
is required of them and their children.
They need to be sure that they have ac-
cess to every aspect of their child’s
schooling, or their child could easily be
left behind.

Current provisions in Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act provide for excellent and impor-
tant ways for parents to get involved
in their children’s education. However,
in some cases, parent involvement of
the type envisioned by Title I remains
a distant goal. Many Title I schools,
though not all, have failed to fully
bring parents into the development of
parent involvement policies, school-
parent compacts, and into planning
and improvement for the school as pro-
vided for in Title I. Therefore, it is es-
sential for families to have an inde-
pendent source of information and sup-
port that they understand and trust so
that they can participate in an in-
formed and effective manner and help
move the schools toward the goal of
full parental participation.

To achieve this critical end, this leg-
islation would provide competitive
grants to community-based organiza-
tions to establish Local Family Infor-
mation Centers. These centers, made
up of community members as well as
professionals from the Title I schools
in the area, should have a track record
of effective outreach and work with
low income communities. They, in con-

sultation with the school district,
would develop a plan to provide parents
with the full support that they need to
be partners in their children’s edu-
cation. For example, they would help
parents understand standards, tests,
and accountability systems; support
activities that are likely to improve
student achievement in Title I schools;
understand and analyze data that
schools, districts, and states must pro-
vide under reporting requirements of
ESEA and other laws; understand and
participate in the implementation of
parent involvement requirements of
ESEA, including; understand school
choice options; and, communicate ef-
fectively with school personnel.

This legislation is essential because
it would reach and assist parents most
isolated from participation by poverty,
race, limited English proficiency and
other factors. It is essential because ul-
timately, it should be parents that are
the greatest lever for strong account-
ability in schools. It is essential be-
cause of what we know about how chil-
dren learn—that children who are the
farthest behind make the greatest
gains when their parents are part of
their school life.

Many schools do a very good job of
involving parents in education reform.
This bill does nothing but ensure that
parents have the option of an inde-
pendent voice in districts where
schools do not do such a good job. If we
are to educate our children, we must
also educate and empower their par-
ents. This legislation provides one nec-
essary means to do so.

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself and
Mr. CRAIG):

S. 446. A bill to preserve the author-
ity of States over water within their
boundaries, to delegate to States the
authority of Congress to regulate
water, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the State Water Sovereignty
Protection Act, a bill to preserve the
authority of the States over waters
within their boundaries, to delegate
the authority of the Congress to the
States to regular water, and for other
purposes.

Since 1866, Congress has recognized
and deferred to the States the author-
ity to allocate and administer water
within their borders. The Supreme
Court has confirmed that this is an ap-
propriate role for the States. Addition-
ally, in 1952, the Congress passed the
McCarran amendment which provides
for the adjudication of State and Fed-
eral Water claims in State water
courts.

However, despite both judicial and
legislative edicts, I am deeply con-
cerned that the administration, Fed-
eral agencies, and some in the Congress
are setting the stage for ignoring long
established statutory provisions con-
cerning State water rights and State
water contracts. The Endangered Spe-
cies Act, the Clean Water Act, the Fed-
eral Land Policy Management Act, and
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wilderness designations have all been
vehicles used to erode State sov-
ereignty over it water.

It is imperative that States maintain
sovereignty over management and con-
trol of their water and water systems.
All rights to water or reservations of
rights for any purpose in States should
be subject to the substantive and pro-
cedural laws of that State, not the Fed-
eral Government. To protect State
water rights, I am introducing the
State Water Sovereignty Protection
Act.

The State Water Sovereignty Protec-
tion Act provide that whenever the
United States seeks to appropriate
water or acquire a water right, it will
be subject to State procedural and sub-
stantive water law. The Act further
holds that States control the water
within their boundaries and that the
Federal Government may exercise
management or control over water
only in compliance with State law. Fi-
nally, in any administrative or judicial
proceeding in which the United States
participates pursuant to the McCarran
Amendment, the United States is sub-
ject to all costs and fees to the same
extend as costs and fees may be im-
posed on a private party.

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr.
CRAIG and Mr. HELMS):

S. 447. A bill to subject the United
States to imposition of fees and costs
in proceedings relating to State water
rights adjudications; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the Water Adjudication Fee
Fairness Act of 2001. This bill would re-
quire the federal government to pay
the same filing fees and costs associ-
ated with state water rights’ adjudica-
tions as is currently required of states
and private parties.

To establish relative rights to
water—water that is the lifeblood of
many states, particularly in the west—
states must conduct lengthy, com-
plicated, and expensive proceedings in
water rights’ adjudications. In 1952,
Congress recognized the necessity and
benefit of requiring federal claims to
be adjudicated in these state pro-
ceedings by adopting the McCarran
amendment. The McCarran amendment
waives the sovereign immunity of the
United States and requires the federal
government to submit to state court
jurisdiction and to file water rights’
claims in state general adjudication
proceedings.

These federal claims are typically
among the most complicated and larg-
est of claims in state adjudications,
and federal agencies are often the pri-
mary beneficiary of adjudication pro-
ceedings where states officially quan-
tify and record their water rights.
However, in 1992, the United States Su-
preme Court held that, under existing
law, the U.S. need not pay fees for
processing federal claims.

When the United States does not pay
a proportionate share of the costs asso-

ciated with adjudications, the burden
of funding the proceedings unfairly
shifts to other water users and often
delays completion of the adjudications
by diminishing the resources necessary
to complete them. Delays in com-
pleting adjudications result in the in-
ability to protect private and public
property interests or determine how
much unappropriated water may re-
main to satisfy important environ-
mental and economic development pri-
orities.

Additionally, because they are not
subject to fees and costs like other
water users in the adjudication, federal
agencies can file questionable claims
without facing court costs, inflating
the number of their claims for future
negotiation purposes. This creates an
unlevel playing field favoring the fed-
eral agencies and places a further fi-
nancial and resources burden on the
system.

For example, in the Snake River
Basin adjudication, which is in Idaho
and is probably the largest water adju-
dication proceeding in the country, the
United States Forest Service filed
more than 3,700 federal claims. The
Idaho Department of Water Resources
expended thousands of dollars giving
notice to all other claimants, addition-
ally the State of Idaho and private
claimants spent over $800,000 preparing
objections to the Federal Service’s
claims. On the eve of the objection
deadline, the US withdrew all but 71 of
the claims—the Department of Jus-
tice’s explanation: litigation strategy.

This example is not an isolated inci-
dent. At best, the taxpayers and states
should not be forced to incur these
costs simply because the agency does
not take the time to seriously evaluate
its claims. At worst, the taxpayers
should not bear the brunt of the federal
government’s Machiavellian tactics.

I recognize that the federal govern-
ment has a legitimate right to some re-
served water rights; however, the fed-
eral government should play by the
same rules as the states and other pri-
vate users. The Water Adjudication Fee
Fairness Act is legislation that rem-
edies this situation by subjecting the
United States, when party to a general
adjudication, to the same fees and
costs as state and private users in
water rights adjudications.

This measure has the full support of
the Western States Water Council and
the Western Governor’s Association. I
ask my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting water users, taxpayers, the
states, and welcome their co-sponsor-
ship.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of this legislation be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 447
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Water Adju-
dication Fee Fairness Act of 2001’’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.
The Congress finds the following:
(1) Generally, water allocation in the west-

ern United States is based upon the doctrine
of prior appropriation, under which water
users’ rights are quantified under State law.
Appropriative rights carry designated pri-
ority dates that establish the relative right
of priority to use water from a source. Most
States in the West have developed judicial
and administrative proceedings, often called
general adjudications, to quantify and docu-
ment these relative rights, including the
rights to water claimed by the United States
Government under either State or Federal
law.

(2) State general adjudications are typi-
cally complicated, expensive civil court and
administrative actions that can involve hun-
dreds or even thousands of claimants. Such
adjudications give certainty to water rights,
provide direction for water administration,
and reduce conflict over water allocation and
water usage. Those claiming and estab-
lishing rights to water are the primary bene-
ficiaries of State general adjudication pro-
ceedings.

(3) The Congress has recognized the bene-
fits of the State general adjudication sys-
tem, and by enactment of section 208 of the
Department of Justice Appropriation Act,
1953 (43 U.S.C. 666; popularly known as the
‘‘McCarran Amendment’’), required the
United States to submit to State court juris-
diction and to file claims in State general
adjudication proceedings.

(4) Water rights claims by Federal agencies
under either State or Federal law are often
the largest or most complex claims in State
general adjudications. However, the United
States Supreme Court, in the case United
States v. Idaho, 508 U.S. 1 (1992), determined
that the McCarran Amendment does not re-
quire the United States to pay some filing
fees simply because they were misconstrued
or perceived to be the same as costs taxed
against all parties.

(5) Since Federal agency water rights
claims are among the most difficult to adju-
dicate, and since the United States is not re-
quired to pay some fees and costs paid by
non-Federal claimants, the burden of funding
adjudication proceedings unfairly shifts to
private water users and State taxpayers.

(6) The lack of Federal Government fund-
ing to support State water rights adjudica-
tions in relation to the complexity of the
claims involved has produced significant
delays in completion of many State general
adjudications. These delays inhibit the abil-
ity of both the States and Federal agencies
to protect private and public property inter-
ests. Also, failure to complete the final adju-
dication of claims to water restricts the abil-
ity of resource managers to determine how
much unappropriated water is available to
satisfy environmental and economic develop-
ment demands.
SEC. 3. LIABILITY OF UNITED STATES FOR FEES

AND COSTS IN WATER USE RIGHTS
PROCEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any State administra-
tive or judicial proceeding for the adjudica-
tion or administration of rights to the use of
water in which the United States is a party,
the United States shall be subject to the im-
position of fees and costs on its claims to
water rights under either State or Federal
law to the same extent as a private party to
the proceeding.

(b) APPLICATION.—Subsection (a) shall
apply to proceedings pending on or initiated
after the date of enactment of this Act, in-
cluding with respect to fees and costs im-
posed in such a proceeding before the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The head of any
Federal agency that files or has pending any
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water rights claim shall prepare and submit
to the Congress, within 90 days after the end
of each fiscal year, a report that identifies—

(1) each such claim filed by the agency
that has not yet been decreed;

(2) all fees and costs imposed on the United
States for each claim identified under para-
graph (1);

(3) any portion of such fees and costs that
has not been paid; and

(4) the source of funds used to pay such fees
and costs.

(d) FEES AND COSTS DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘fees and costs’’ means any
administrative fee, administrative cost,
claim fee, judicial fee, or judicial cost im-
posed by a State on a party claiming a right
to the use of water under either State or
Federal law in a State proceeding referred to
in subsection (a).

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself
and Mr. HATCH):

S. 448. A bill to provide permanent
appropriations to the Radiation Expo-
sure Compensation Trust Fund to
make payments under the Radiation
Exposure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C.
2210 note); to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

S. 449. A bill to ensure the timely
payment of benefits to eligible persons
under the Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210); to the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce two bills that will
provide full funding for the Radiation
Exposure Compensation Trust Fund.

One of the unfortunate consequences
of our country’s rapid development of
its nuclear weapons programs was that
many of those who worked in the early
uranium mines became afflicted with
debilitating and too often deadly dis-
eases, including various cancers and
respiratory illnesses.

These miners and their families lived
under tough conditions. Some lived in
one-room houses located as close as 200
feet from the mine shafts. Their chil-
dren played near the mines and their
families drank underground water that
exposed them to radiation. The miners
endured long, uncomfortable days
many feet underground.

One such miner was Paul Hicks, for
whom this bill is named. Mr. Hicks of
Grants, NM was a uranium miner for
twelve years in New Mexico. He later
worked as lead miner, a shift boss, and
ended his career as a mine foreman.
Paul was the President of the New
Mexico Uranium Miners Council and he
championed the fight on behalf of min-
ers of the Najavo Nation, Acoma Pueb-
lo, Grants, NM, Dove Creek, and Grand
Junction, CO. Unfortunately, Paul
passed away from bone cancer last
year.

Although Paul is no longer with us,
his voice on behalf of uranium miners
will forever be heard. As long as I’m in
the United States Senate I will carry
his torch until justice for all uranium
miners is realized.

Paul was not alone in his suffering.
Other New Mexico uranium miners
have been stricken by radiation-related
diseases. Indeed, many of these miners

were Native Americans—primarily
from the Najavo Nation. As many as
1,500 Navajos worked in the uranium
mines from 1947–1971.

To these Americans, the Federal gov-
ernment owes a special duty of care.
The government has a longstanding
trust relationship with Native Ameri-
cans based on treaties and agreements.
I regret to say that as for the Najavo
miners our government has failed mis-
erably in protecting this trust relation-
ship.

After all, these Native American
miners and all uranium miners helped
build our nuclear arsenal—the arsenal
that is, at least in part, responsible for
ending the Cold War. Our nation owes
them a debt of gratitude. Yet, despite
their enormous sacrifice, the federal
government failed to protect their
health. The government had adequate
warning about the radiation hazards
associated with uranium mining. None-
theless, prior to federal regulations in
1971, the miners were sent into poorly
ventilated mines with almost no warn-
ings about the dangers of radiation.

After a 13-year fight we finally
passed legislation to rectify this injus-
tice in 1990. The Radiation Exposure
Compensation Act was intended to pro-
vide fair and swift compensation for
those miners, federal workers, and
downwinders who had contracted cer-
tain radiation-related illnesses.

Since 1990, more than 3500 claims
have been paid by the federal govern-
ment under RECA. However, by mid-
2000 the fund had run dry.

The bottom line is that there is not
enough money for the RECA trust
fund. In fact, the Justice Department,
who administers this program, has
been sending IOU’s to individuals who
have already been approved for bene-
fits.

Frankly, this is unconscionable.
Those who helped protect our nation’s
security through their work on our nu-
clear programs must be compensated
for the enormous price they paid. Any-
thing less is unacceptable.

Senator HATCH and I propose a bill
seeking $84 million in emergency sup-
plemental appropriations to pay those
claims that have already been approved
as well as the projected number of ap-
proved claims for FY 2001. We are also
introducing legislation to make all fu-
ture payments for approved claims
mandatory.

With this legislation, we will ensure
that those who gave so much for our
nation will at least receive their de-
served benefits. We must never again
let their sacrifice go unanswered.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a Department of Justice IOU
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
CIVIL DIVISION,

Washington, DC.
Re RECA Claim No. 201
Claimant: ——— ———

DEAR MR. ——— ———. I am pleased to in-
form you that your claim for compensation

under the Radiation Exposure Compensation
Act has been approved. Regretfully, because
the money available to pay claims has been
exhausted, we are unable to send a com-
pensation payment to you at this time.
When Congress provides additional funds, we
will contact you to commence the payment
process.

Thank you for your understanding.
Sincerely,

GERARD W. FISCHER,
Assistant Director,

Torts Branch, Civil Division.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I
am joining with my esteemed colleague
and chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, Senator DOMENICI, in intro-
ducing two pieces of legislation that
will ensure the full funding of the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation Act,
RECA, Trust Fund.

As the original sponsor of the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation Act of
1990 and the subsequent amendments to
the Act, S. 1515 which was enacted last
year, I am pleased that this program
has provided much needed compas-
sionate compensation to thousands of
individuals. And, although many RECA
eligible individuals have received com-
pensation, it is now apparent that a
funding shortfall exists within the pro-
gram resulting in hundreds of individ-
uals not receiving their payments.

The legislation Senator DOMENICI and
I are introducing today is designed to
meet the funding shortfall so that all
eligible individuals who are approved
for compensation will receive their
payment and not an ‘‘IOU’’ from the
Justice Department.

The first bill ensures the timely pay-
ment of benefits to eligible persons by
providing $84 million to the RECA
Trust Fund for fiscal year 2001. The
money will be available to the Justice
Department to fund the existing claims
that have already been processed as
well as anticipated claims of the re-
mainder of this fiscal year.

The second bill provides for a perma-
nent appropriation to the RECA Trust
Fund beginning in fiscal year 2002, and
thereafter, such sums as may be nec-
essary to meet the financial obliga-
tions of approved claims.

Both of these bills are needed in
order to pay those individuals who
have qualified under the original 1990
Act and the RECA 2000 amendments, as
signed into law last July 10, 2000, but
who have not received their payment
because the fund is currently depleted.
Moreover, as a result of the passage of
RECA 2000, we have extended com-
pensation to additional deserving citi-
zens who have suffered mightily as a
result of the cold war atomic testing
programs.

In addition, the legislation we are in-
troducing today provides that funding
for the RECA trust fund be made
through a permanent appropriation.
This provision will provide certainty
and stability in financing the trust
fund and, thereby, ensure eligible indi-
viduals receive their compensation.

I want to thank my colleague, Sen-
ator DOMENICI, for his commitment to
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resolving this very difficult problem
that many individuals are now facing.
It is simply unfair for the federal gov-
ernment to promise compensation to
harmed individuals and then tell these
same people that there are no federal
dollars to pay their claims. This situa-
tion is completely unacceptable.

I would also like to add, in this con-
text, that within the next few weeks I
will be introducing additional legisla-
tion that will not only complement the
bills introduced today but also provide
for necessary refinements and tech-
nical changes to improve the adminis-
tration of the RECA program. I will
have more to say about this legislation
when it is introduced within the next
several weeks.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting these important measures.

By Mr. NELSON of Florida:
S. 450. A bill to amend the Gramm-

Leach-Bliley Act to provide for en-
hanced protection of nonpublic per-
sonal information, including health in-
formation, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

S. 451. A bill to establish civil and
criminal penalties for the sale or pur-
chase of a social security number; to
the Committee on Finance.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to express my grave
concern about the administration’s de-
cision that apparently favors the inter-
ests of big insurance companies over
the health privacy rights of Americans.

I was dismayed to learn on Tuesday
that the Secretary of Health and
Human Services prevented new medical
privacy rules from coming into effect.
In essence, these rules would have pre-
vented doctors and insurers from shar-
ing private medical information about
their patients.

The delay ostensibly is to allow fur-
ther discussion. But it makes no sense.
The rules have been debated in Wash-
ington for nearly 10 years. The Sec-
retary’s decision was unfortunate.
There are no acceptable excuses for
their delay. Consumers deserve to have
their personally identifiable informa-
tion protected from prying eyes.

I promised the people of my State in
the course of the last 6 to 8 months of
the discussion in the course of the cam-
paign that I would make protecting
their privacy one of my top priorities,
because too often these days, person-
ally identifiable medical and financial
information is being shared, bought, or
sold, and it is being done without the
consent of the consumer. This practice
must stop. It is our job to pass legisla-
tion that will stop it.

Today, I am going to be introducing
two bills that begin to address aspects
of the privacy crisis. Both bills build
upon the undeniable principle that in-
formation gathered for one purpose
should never be disclosed, made avail-
able, or otherwise used for another pur-
pose without the consumer’s consent.

Clearly, we should be able to share
information with our doctor that we

don’t want revealed to other people,
particularly an employer or a money
lender. I am going to work hard to try
to pass these privacy protections for
every American.

The first bill prohibits banks and fi-
nancial institutions from selling or
sharing private customer information.
I strongly believe that financial insti-
tutions should not be allowed to pass
along confidential customer, financial,
or medical information to affiliates,
business partners, or others who wish
to turn a profit from an individual’s
personal data.

I have a little bit of background in
this because 6 years ago, when I had
the privilege of being the elected insur-
ance commissioner of the State of
Florida, there was a case in front of the
U.S. Supreme Court entitled Barnett
Banks v. Bill Nelson, in my capacity as
insurance commissioner. The issue was
on a technical question of a 1916 Fed-
eral law as to whether or not banks
could sell insurance. The Court ruled,
on the basis of that law, that it per-
tained to the business of insurance, the
upshot of which was that banks could
sell insurance. In our argument, we
noted that if that occurred, there was
always the possibility that you had to
protect against coercion and protect
against privacy rights being invaded.

As a result of that unanimous Su-
preme Court decision, Congress then,
in 1999, enacted the Financial Services
Modernization Act. In the 11th hour of
the closing of the session in October,
the promise was made that, if you can
pass this bill now, we will come back
next year—the year 2000—and enact the
privacy protections. That promise was
not fulfilled in the year 2000.

For under the present condition of
the law, there is a gaping loophole on
privacy protection. In an era of merg-
ers, under the new law, banks can now
join with insurance companies and
then evaluate the medical information
of their affiliates’ policyholders before
deciding whether or not to issue a loan.

What my legislation will do is re-
quire the express written consent of
the consumer before any personally
identifiable medical information can be
shared or sold, and the express consent
of the consumer before any personally
identifiable financial information can
be shared or sold.

For the consumer, privacy should al-
ways be the assumption. To prevent co-
ercion, this legislation I am intro-
ducing prohibits banks and financial
companies from denying service to cus-
tomers who refuse to consent to the
sale of their personally identifiable fi-
nancial and medical information. To
make sure financial institutions take
this law seriously, under the legisla-
tion, officers of the company can incur
personal liability for failing to comply.

This is a serious problem: the inva-
sion of our privacy under the current
condition of the law. It demands a seri-
ous remedy. I am going to be encour-
aging all of our colleagues to join with
me and fulfill the promise that the

Congress made in 1999 in the enactment
of the Financial Services Moderniza-
tion Act by plugging this gaping loop-
hole where there is no privacy protec-
tion.

There is a second bill that I am intro-
ducing today. It makes the selling or
purchasing of an individual’s Social Se-
curity number a Federal crime. Social
Security numbers are often the key to
unlocking vast stores of personal infor-
mation, both in the private sector and
the Federal Government. If there is
any personal identification number, it
is the Social Security number. We look
all around us and we see that identity
theft has grown at an alarming rate
during the past decade—in many cases,
through the Social Security number
abuse.

My goodness, we have heard of credit
cards being established in somebody
else’s name by the theft of their Social
Security number and running up huge
bills. We have heard these stories over
and over, and even the confusion
caused by identity theft, where crimes
are reported to be attributed to an in-
dividual who does not have anything to
do with it.

When a Social Security number falls
into the wrong hands, tremendous fi-
nancial and personal damage can be in-
curred. To tackle this terrible problem,
this legislation that I am introducing
today establishes criminal and mone-
tary penalties. The bill creates both
prison terms and fines of up to $100,000
for buying or selling Social Security
numbers.

I hope in this field of privacy protec-
tion that the Senate is going to ulti-
mately fulfill the promise that it made
2 years ago and move quickly in this
session to protect the privacy of our
American citizens.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of both bills be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bills
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 450
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Financial
Institution Privacy Protection Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. PROTECTION OF PRIVATE HEALTH IN-

FORMATION.
Section 509(4) of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley

Act (15 U.S.C. 6809(4)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(D) The term ‘nonpublic personal infor-
mation’ includes health information, defined
as any information, including genetic infor-
mation, demographic information, and tissue
samples collected from an individual, wheth-
er oral or recorded in any form or medium—

‘‘(i) that is created or received by a health
care provider, health researcher, health plan,
health oversight agency, public health au-
thority, employer, health or life insurer,
school or university; and

‘‘(ii) that —
‘‘(I) relates to the past, present, or future

physical or mental health or condition of an
individual (including individual cells and
their components), the provision of health
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care to an individual, or the past, present, or
future payment for the provision of health
care to an individual; and

‘‘(II) that identifies an individual, or with
respect to which there is a reasonable basis
to believe that the information can be used
to identify an individual.’’.
SEC. 3. OPT-IN FOR SHARING OF INFORMATION.

Section 502 of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act
(15 U.S.C. 6802) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘any affiliate or’’ before

‘‘a nonaffiliated’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘unless such’’ and inserting

the following: ‘‘unless—
‘‘(1) the institution provides’’; and
(C) by striking the period at the end and

inserting the following: ‘‘; and
‘‘(2) the consumer to whom the informa-

tion pertains—
‘‘(A) has affirmatively consented (in writ-

ing, in the case of health information, as de-
fined in section 509(4)(D)), in accordance with
rules prescribed under section 504, to the dis-
closure of such information; and

‘‘(B) has not withdrawn such consent.’’;
and

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(b) DENIAL OF SERVICE PROHIBITED.—A fi-
nancial institution may not deny a financial
product or a financial service to any con-
sumer based on the refusal by the consumer
to grant the consent required by this sec-
tion.’’.
SEC. 4. COMPLIANCE OFFICERS.

Section 503 of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act
(15 U.S.C. 6803) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(c) COMPLIANCE OFFICERS.—Each financial
institution shall designate a privacy compli-
ance officer, who shall be responsible for en-
suring compliance by the institution with
the requirements of this title and the pri-
vacy policies of the institution.’’.
SEC. 5. LIABILITY.

Section 505 of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act
(15 U.S.C. 6805) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(e) CIVIL PENALTIES.—The Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States may bring a civil
action in the appropriate district court of
the United States against any financial in-
stitution that engages in conduct consti-
tuting a violation of this title, and, upon
proof of such violation—

‘‘(1) the financial institution shall be sub-
ject to a civil penalty of not more than
$100,000 for each such violation; and

‘‘(2) the officers and directors of the finan-
cial institution shall be subject to, and shall
be personally liable for, a civil penalty of not
more than $10,000 for each such violation.’’.

S. 451

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1 SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Social Secu-
rity Number Protection Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION OF THE SALE OR PUR-

CHASE OF A SOCIAL SECURITY NUM-
BER.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) PURCHASE.—The term ‘‘purchase’’

means providing directly or indirectly, any-
thing of value in exchange for a social secu-
rity number.

(2) SALE.—The term ‘‘sale’’ means obtain-
ing, directly or indirectly, anything of value
in exchange for a social security number.

(3) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER.—The term
‘‘social security number’’ has the meaning
given that term in section 208(c) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 408(c)), and in-

cludes a social security account number (as
defined in such section) and any identifying
portion or derivative of such a number.

(b) PROHIBITION OF THE SALE OR PURCHASE
OF A SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER.—No person
may sell or purchase a social security num-
ber.

(c) CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person who the At-

torney General determines has violated sub-
section (b) shall be subject, in addition to
any other penalties that may be prescribed
by law, to a civil money penalty of not more
than—

(A) in the case of an individual, $10,000 for
each such violation; and

(B) in the case of any other person, $100,000
for each such violation.

(2) ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES.—The provi-
sions of section 1128A of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–7a) (other than sub-
sections (a), (b), (f), (h), (i), (j), and (m), and
the first sentence of subsection (c)), and the
provisions of subsections (d) and (e) of sec-
tion 205 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
405), shall apply to a civil money penalty im-
posed under this subsection in the same
manner as such provisions apply, respec-
tively, to a penalty or proceeding under sec-
tion 1128A(a) of that Act or to a hearing, in-
vestigation, or other proceeding authorized
or directed under title II of that Act, except
that, for purposes of this paragraph, any ref-
erence in section 1128A of that Act to ‘‘the
Secretary’’ and any reference in section 205
of that Act to ‘‘the Commissioner of Social
Security’’ shall be deemed to be a reference
to the ‘‘Attorney General’’.

(d) CRIMINAL SANCTIONS.—Section 208(a) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 408(a)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (8), by inserting ‘‘or’’ after
the semicolon; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(9) knowingly and willfully sells or pur-
chases (as such terms are defined in section
2(a) of the Social Security Number Protec-
tion Act of 2001) a social security number (as
defined in subsection (c));’’.

By Mr. NICKLES (for himself,
Mr. ENZI, Mr. BOND, and Mr.
HUTCHINSON):

S.J. Res. 6. A joint resolution pro-
viding for congressional disapproval of
the rule submitted by the Department
of Labor under chapter 8 of title 5,
United States Code, relating to
ergonomics; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

S.J. RES. 6

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Labor relating to ergonomics (pub-
lished at 65 Fed. Reg. 68261 (2000)), and such
rule shall have no force or effect.

f

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 40—AUTHOR-
IZING EXPENDITURES BY THE
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUS-
ING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS

Mr. GRAMM submitted the following
resolution; from the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs;
which was referred to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

S. RES. 40
Resolved, That, in carrying out its powers,

duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules, in-
cluding holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs is authorized from March 1, 2001
through September 30, 2001; October 1, 2001,
through September 30, 2002; and October 1,
2002, through February 28, 2003, in its discre-
tion (1) to make expenditures from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a reimbursable or
nonreimbursable basis the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency.

SEC. 2(a). The expenses of the committee
for the period March 1, 2001, through Sep-
tember 30, 2001, under this resolution shall
not exceed $2,741,526 of which amount (1) not
to exceed $11,667 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 201(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended), and
(2) not to exceed $496 may be expended for
the training of the professional staff of such
committee (under procedures specified by
section 202(j) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946).

(b) For the period of October 1, 2001,
through September 30, 2002, expenses of the
committee under this resolution shall not
exceed $4,862,013 of which amount (1) not to
exceed $20,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as author-
ized by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946, as amended), and (2)
not to exceed $850 may be expended for the
training of the professional staff of such
committee (under procedures specified by
section 202(j) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946).

(c) For the period of October 1, 2002,
through February 28, 2003, expenses of the
committee under this resolution shall not
exceed $2,079,076 of which amount (1) not to
exceed $8,333 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as author-
ized by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946, as amended), and (2)
not to exceed $354 may be expended for the
training of the professional staff of such
committee (under procedures specified by
section 202(j) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946).

SEC. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 28, 2003.

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required (1)
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate, or (2) for the pay-
ment of telecommunications provided by the
Office of the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, United States Senate, or (3) for the
payment of stationery supplies purchased
through the Keeper of the Stationery, United
States Senate, or (4) for payments to the
Postmaster, United States Senate, or (5) for
the payment of metered charges on copying
equipment provided by the Office of the Ser-
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper, United
States Senate, or (6) for the payment of Sen-
ate Recording and Photographic Services, or
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